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4:00 PM
Metro Southeast at Genesco Park
1417 Murfreesboro Road
PLANNING COMMISSION:
. ; ; Staff Present:
g{“l Potngﬂt’ Vice Chairman Rick Bernhardt, Executive Director
3 szg Irton Ted Morrissey, Legal Counsel
Tu y Bjmmlngs Jason Swaggart, Planner |
Aonyﬁ_ lones Trish Brooks, Admin. Svcs. Officer 3
Cnn '.? sonJ B. Lori Carrie Logan, Planner |
ounciiman J.b. Loring Craig Owensby, Communications Officer

Eileen Beehan, representing Mayor Bill Purcell Nedra Jones, Planner Il

Brian Sexton, Planner |
Bob Leeman, Planner Il
Greg Johnson, Planner I

Commission Members Absent:
James McLean, Chairman
Victor Tyler

l. CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 4:20 p.m.

Il. ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Ms. Nedra Jones announced the following: “As infation for our audience, if you are not satisfiathwa decision
made by the Planning Commission today, you maya@gpe decision by petitioning for a writ of cerithvthe
Davidson County Chancery or Circuit Court. Youpeal must be filed within 60 days of the date ef ¢mtry of
the Planning Commission’s decision. To ensureytbat appeal is filed in a timely manner, and #iaprocedural
requirements have been met, please be adviseyahahould contact independent legal counsel.”

Mr. Bernhardt announced there was one additioaal for both the Agenda, as well as the Consent dgeift was
Item #27, Extension of a Preliminary Plat for Breobdd Knoll subdivision. Mr. Bernhardt explainedtlthe
applicant provided information to the staff fordlextension. Upon review of the information and sisits of the
area, it is staff's recommendation to the Commissio approve the extension of the preliminary fdathe
Brentwood Knoll subdivision until February 25, 2008

Mr. Loring moved, and Ms. Nielson seconded the amtivhich passed unanimously to adopt the agenda as
amended.(6-0)
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. APPROVAL OF MAY 24, 2007, MINUTES

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Loring seconded the nmtiohich passed unanimously, to approve the miroftes
May 24, 2007.(6-0)

IV. RECOGNITION OF COUNCILMEMBERS

Councilman Foster spoke in favor of Item #19, 26038U-12, Oak Hill Townhomes which was on the Caonse
Agenda for approval.

Councilman Hunt spoke regarding Item #13, 2007Z&-04. He explained that he, as well as his caretiis,
were not in favor of this proposed zone changeragdested that it be deferred. He stated thadplpécant was in
agreement of the requested deferral so that thelgd @xamine alternative zoning more appropriatetiar area.

Councilwoman Williams spoke regarding Item #3, 2007001U-10. She briefly explained the requesteddUb
relation to Item #4, 2007Z-021U-10 and how the UB@uld assist those constituents who were lookimg fo
planned growth for the area. She further explathatishe would be looking for support of the UD@wthe
deletion of the Conditions, Covenants and Resbrnsti CCR’s) that are mentioned on page 51 and H3d{DO.
With the deletion of these items, she stated theattDO would still provide the necessary tools meekfbr the
revitalization and growth for this area.

Councilwoman Evans spoke in favor of Item #1, 20B732-07, Amendment to Subarea 7 Plan: 1999 Updzitte.
then mentioned she was in favor of staff’'s reconuiagion to disapprove Item #18, 2007S-135A-07, Viéesade
Hills. She briefly mentioned that setbacks areagnngharacteristic of this area and the requeshémge them
should be reviewed more comprehensively.

Ms. Cummings arrived at 4:30 p.m.

Councilman Cole spoke in favor of ltem #2, 20072006805. He briefly mentioned the support of hisstituents
for this overlay and stated that it would presehgeurban character of this area.

Councilwoman Wilhoite stated she would addressbmmission once her item was presented for disoussi

V. PUBLIC HEARING: ITEMS REQUESTED TO BE DEFERRED OR

WITHDRAWN
9. 2007SP-081G-06 A request to change from R2@Ptadhing property — deferred to June 28, 2007
located at Hicks Road (unnumbered), approximates the request of the applicant
1,160 feet east of Sawyer Brown Road (36.25 due to an error in the
acres), to permit the development of 106 attached noticing of this proposal
units
13. 2007Z-107G-01 A request to rezone from AR28%oa portion of  — deferred indefinitely at the

property from 807, 809 Claylick Court, south of I- request of the applicant
24 (.46 acres)

22. 94-83-G-06 Williamsport Subdivision, SectioriSidewalk — deferred to July 26, 2007 at
Removal) - Request to revise the preliminary plan the request of the applicant
and for final approval of a Planned Unit
Development located on the east side of Sawyer
Brown Road, to remove the approved sidewalk
along one side of Williamsport Court, Briskberry
Court, and Huntwood Place

Ms. Nielson moved and Ms. Beehan seconded the matibich passed unanimously, to approve the Defearel
Withdrawn items.(7-0)

VI. PUBLIC HEARING: CONSENT AGENDA
COMMUNITY PLANS
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1. 2007CP-02-07 Amend the Subarea 7 Plan: 1999 Update to chandaride - Approve
use policies for three separate areas from: frosideatial
Medium-High Density (RMH) to Residential Low Densit
(RL) policy for approximately 13 acres located bedww
Highway 70S and Brookmont Terrace; from Residential
Medium High Density (RMH) to Residential Low-Medium
Density (RLM) policy for approximately 8 acres loed
along the north margin of Percy Warner Boulevard tie
west margin of Vaughns Gap Road; and from Residenti
Low Density (RL) to Neighborhood Center (NC) polioy
approximately 4 acres located along Highway 100.

PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED ITEMS AND ITEMS ON PUBLIC HEARI NG
2. 2007Z-060U-05 Expansion of the Urban Zoning Overlay Boundary giRest - Approve
to expand the Urban Zoning Overlay District to vas
properties located on Riverside Drive, Rosebankniiee
Greenwood Avenue, Essex Avenue, McGavock Pike,
Creighton Avenue, Oakhurst Drive, McKennell Driggrter
Avenue, Porter Road, Shinkle Avenue, Dorchestemiee
Evelyn Avenue, Litton Avenue, Piedmont Avenue riteen
Avenue, Hanover Road.
7. 2005UD-003G-12 Carothers Crossing, Final Site Plan for a temposales - Approve w/conditions
center - Request to revise the final site plandorUrban
Design Overlay district at 7287 Carothers Roadyeamit a
revision to the approved site plan to allow for tA&00
square foot temporary sales center, and equipmsiltirig
and a 27 vehicle parking lot.

ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

10. 2007SP-099U-08 Request to change from CS to SP zoning a propactéd - Approve w/ conditions
at 1702 Charlotte Avenue and from R6 to SP a poxio
properties located at 11701, 1702, 1703, and 125l P
Street and Pearl Street (unnumbered), to permotel/motel
use with a maximum of 10 beds in one structure5a0
square foot outpatient clinic, and a 49,000 sqf@weoffice
use for a total of 54,500 square feet.

14. 2007Z-108G-06 Request to change from RS40 to RS10 zoning property - Approve
located at 8276 Collins Road — deferred indefigitdlthe
request of the applicant

CONCEPT PLANS

15. 2007S-145U-07 Patina Il, 1st Rev. - Request for a revision toghevious -Approve w/ conditions
concept plan approval to create 17 lots on propetticated
at 216, 218, and 222 Orlando Avenue.

FINAL PLATS

16. 2007S-133U-10 Noelton Plan -- A request foalfiplat approval to create 2 - Approve w/conditions
lots on property located at 3297 Lealand Laneheat t
southwest corner of Lealand Lane and Battlefieldy®r

17. 2007S-134U-05 Pitts Subdivision - Request for final plat approtatreate 2 Approve w/ conditions
lots on property located at 503 Ben Allen Road.

19. 2007S-138U-12 Request for final plat approval to create 1 lot dadicate - Approve w/ conditions
drainage and utility easements on a portion of @ryp
located at 736 McMurray Drive.

REVISIONS AND FINAL SITE PLANS

20. 2007S-141U-10 Douglas Avenue Estates - Request for final plareygd to - Approve w/ conditions
create 3 lots on properties located at 931 and®33ouglas  including a variance to
Avenue. section 3-4.2.f of the Metro
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Subdivision Regulations to
allow the frontage be no less
than 25% if the lot depth.

21. 116-69-G-06 Harpeth Hills Animal Hospital PUD (Laser Tag) - Regt to - Approve w/ conditions
revise the preliminary and for final approval fopartion of
a Planned Unit Development located at 357 Cloftoine) to
permit a 2,400 square foot commercial amusemewoind
facility.
23. 2004UD-002G-14 Villages of Riverwood, Phase 1 - Request for fiplah - Approve w/ conditions
approval in a portion of the Villages of Riverwoddban
Design Overlay located along the south side of Htiggord
Road, eastern side of Dodson Chapel Road, to péfrit
single-family lots.
OTHER BUSINESS
24. New employee contract for Chin-Cheng Chen. - Approve.

Ms. Nielson moved and Ms. Cummings seconded théomoihich passed unanimously, to approve the Gunse
Agenda as presented. (7-0)

VII.  COMMUNITY PLANS

1. 2007CP-02-07

Amend the Subarea 7 Plan: 1999 Update to chandarnteause policies for three separate areas froom Residential
Medium-High Density (RMH) to Residential Low Dens{RL) policy for approximately 13 acres locatedvieen
Highway 70S and Brookmont Terrace; from Residemfiatium High Density (RMH) to Residential Low-Mediu
Density (RLM) policy for approximately 8 acres léed along the north margin of Percy Warner Bouldvard the west
margin of Vaughns Gap Road; and from Residential Density (RL) to Neighborhood Center (NC) polioy f
approximately 4 acres located along Highway 100.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve.

Approved, (7-0Consent Agenda

VIll.  PUBLIC HEARING: PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED ITEMS AND ITEM S

ON PUBLIC HEARING
ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

2. 20072-060U-05
Expansion of the Urban Zoning Overlay Boundary
Map 072-07, Various Parcels
Map 072-10, Various Parcels
Map 072-11, Various Parcels
Map 072-14, Various Parcels
Map 072-15, Various Parcels
Map 083-03, Various Parcels
Subarea 5 (2006)
Council District 7 - Erik Cole

A request to expand the Urban Zoning Overlay Oisto various properties located on Riverside DrResebank
Avenue, Greenwood Avenue, Essex Avenue, McGavaog, Rireighton Avenue, Oakhurst Drive, McKennell
Drive, Carter Avenue, Porter Road, Shinkle Averidaichester Avenue, Evelyn Avenue, Litton Avenue,
Piedmont Avenue, Marsden Avenue, Hanover Road §B0&cres), classified CN, CL, CS, OR20, MUL, R1@ an
RS10, requested by Councilmember Erik Cole.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve.
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APPLICANT REQUEST- Apply Urban Zoning Overlay

A request to expand the Urban Zoning Overlay Oisto various properties located on Riverside DrResebank
Avenue, Greenwood Avenue, Essex Avenue, McGavaog, Rireighton Avenue, Oakhurst Drive, McKennell
Drive, Carter Avenue, Porter Road, Shinkle Averibeichester Avenue, Evelyn Avenue, Litton Avenuedpiont
Avenue, Marden Avenue, and Hanover Road (108.9sgcelassified CN, CL, CS, OR20, MUL, R10 and RS10

BASE ZONING
CN District - Commercial Neighborhoasl intended for very low intensity retail, officend consumer service uses
which provide for the recurring shopping needsexinby residential areas.

CL District - Commercial Limiteds intended for retail, consumer service, finahewstaurant, and office uses.

CS District - Commercial Servide intended for retail, consumer service, finahcistaurant, office, self-storage,
light manufacturing and small warehouse uses.

OR20 District - Office/Residentias intended for office and/or multi-family residex units at up to 20 dwelling
units per acre.

MUL District - Mixed Use Limiteds intended for a moderate intensity mixture afidential, retail, restaurant, and
office uses.

R10 District - R1Qrequires a minimum 10,000 square foot lot andtisnded for single -family dwellings and
duplexes at an overall density of 4.63 dwellingsipier acre including 25% duplex lots.

RS10 District - RS1@equires a minimum of 10,000 square foot lot anishiended for single-family dwellings at a
density of 3.7 dwelling units per acre.

PROPOSED OVERLAY ZONING

Urban Zoning Overlay - The intent of the urban ngnbverlay (UZO) district is to preserve and pro&dsting
development patterns that predate the mid-1950s.UZO has no effect on residentially zoned propsrtsingle
and one and two-family districts). The urban zorongrlay allows for alternative street setbackspi@perties
within mixed use, office, industrial, multifamilpr commercial zone districts.

The UZO district was created to improve the wayead@yment in the older urban areas of Nashvillegutated.
The current zoning code was primarily designedafaewer suburban environment with a different "dgwaent
pattern." For example, in the UZO area, commefmifldings are often built right up to the edgeldd sidewalk. In
the suburbs, they are further back from the sttast in the UZO area are generally smaller thay #ire in the
suburbs, and buildings are usually closer together.

Most of the differences have to do with where Hatd can be put on lots and with parking requiretsien

Bulk Regulations - The section called "Contextual Street SetbackbiwWthe Urban Zoning Overlay District" makes
it possible for buildings to be built closer to tteeet. This section has the greatest impact @er @dommercial areas
where there are existing buildings that are buyiltaithe edge of the sidewalk. In some cases, nédithgs also will
be required to be built up to the edge of the salkew

A floor area bonus is available to encourage residiedevelopment in certain zoning districts. Tlwer area bonus
makes it possible to build a larger building thamubd otherwise be allowed. The floor area bonwsyalable for
mixed-use buildings where at least 25% of the sgaotcounting any structured parking) is desigfeegeople to live
in. The zoning districts where the bonus is avédare MUN (mixed-use neighborhood), MUL (mixed-lis@ted),
MUG (mixed-use general), MUI (mixed-use intensiv@Rl (office/residential intensive), CF (core frgmend CC
(core).

Parking, Loading, and Access This part of the zoning code regulates how muckipgmeeds to be provided and
where it can be put. The parking requirements $of3the 141 land uses listed in the zoning coeédawer for the
UZO than in the rest of the county.
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Reductions to the amount of required parking aedlalvle under certain conditions such as beingtéatalose to a
bus route; being located in an area where neadigarts can walk to the business on sidewalksghedar a free
public parking lot; having on-street parking inrftaf the home or business; and building withinfesgt of the
right-of-way using the contextual front setbacks@p On-street parking is permitted on one sidaafow streets
(less than 26 feet wide curb-to-curb) within the@lZ

Landscaping-This part of the zoning code regulates landsagfiin such purposes as "buffering" commercial areas
from residential areas and also regulates how padkits are landscaped. The differences in thisseare:

Parking lots with fewer than 30 spaces have mearelfle landscaping requirements than larger parkitey No
landscape buffer yard is required when a zoninghbaty falls within a public street within the UZDhe UZO
contains three options for meeting the landscajffetbyard requirements are available. These promidee options
that use landscaping in combination with a wakalid fence.

Staff Recommendation -Approve. Under the UZO, the three commercial nddeated on Riverside Drive would
be able to take advantage of more neighborhooddiyedevelopment standards if they were to be religped.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - N/A
STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION- N/A
FIRE MARSHAL - N/A

Approved, (7-0)Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-199

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007Z-060U-05 SPPROVED. (7-0)

The proposed Urban Zoning Overlay district will allow the three commercial nodes within the proposed
overlay to take advantage of a more neighborhood iendly development.”

3. 2007UD-001U-10
Castleman Drive UDO
Map 131-01, Parcel Various
Subarea 10 (2005)
Council District 34 - Lynn Williams

A request to apply an Urban Design Overlay distdctarious properties on Castleman Drive betwe@mble
Road and Stammer Place, classified R20, (18.3&admepermit a maximum of 162 residential dwellingts,
requested by Councilmember Lynn Williams, applicémt various owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST- Preliminary UDO

A request to apply an Urban Design Overlay distdctarious properties on Castleman Drive betwed@mble
Road and Stammer Place, classified One and Twolr&asidential (R20), (18.38 acres), to permit imam of
162 residential dwelling units.

GREEN HILLS/MIDTOWN COMMUNITY PLAN

Special Policy #9 - Castleman Drive is locatechimithe Green Hills- Midtown Community Plan. Duritige
Community Plan update, in July of 2005, the comryuekpressed a concern for how this area may réoieve the
future. In response Special Policy area #9 wadedga ensure Castleman Drive redevelops as a hlellead
sustainable street:

Special Policy # 9:

1. Development at RM intensities may be consdi@revided it is based on the aggregation of latsa
consolidated plan for the entire area. Developmsimbsild be oriented toward the Green Hills activity
center and should emphasize improved vehiculapadéstrian connections with Hillsboro Pike and the
activity center.
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2. Any development within this area should creaseistainable and walkable neighborhood. Buildstgsl
form an appropriate street wall consistent withulidth of the street. This is critical for scaledao
provide a clear definition to the street. The d8eape elements (sidewalks, street trees, streesifings,
etc.) shall fully support the development form. Thassing of buildings shall compliment each other i
quality of construction and materials, scale, hgigtassing, and rhythm of buildings. Any developtmen
shall achieve sensitive transition to surroundiegedopment.

3. Development at RM intensities should be im@atad only through Planned Unit Development (PUiD),
Urban Design Overlay (UDO) zoning together with #ppropriate base zoning.

PLAN DETAILS

Site Plan - The Castleman Drive UDO comprises 18@38s and is divided into five sub-districts. Dgnwithin

the UDO boundary is limited to 9 units an acre M&ions have been made to distribute the densigyrimanner that
is sensitive to existing conditions. Each sub-dists regulated by appropriate building type, binf standards,
open space, landscape and buffering standardsnaridnum dwelling units. Generally, the UDO disttiési
density from one end of the block to the otherhwlite most intense development to the east. Deissétigo
distributed north to south, with the most interséhe south. Landscape buffers have been inclusl@ar of the
Building Regulating Plan and are intended to bufiiew development from existing development on thetsside
of Hobbs Rd.

The Development Scenario is an illustrative guiditen for implementation of the UDO over a periddime.
Property owners who wish to develop pursuant tdibB® will be required to join pay fees as estatdisby the
Home Owners Associations. Fees generated by the WidAe used to bond infrastructure improvements i
accordance with the phasing plan within this docume

After the Planning Commission meeting on May 102 blue line stream was identified by StormwatEne
plan has been revised to accommodate the streanadQ’ buffer from the top of each bank.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION

1. Public Works design standards, including csesgions, geometry, and off-site improvementsl| slea
met prior to approval of roadway or site consiiarcplans. Final design and improvements may vasel
on field conditions.

2. Submit solid waste collection and disposal plan
3. Divided roadway sections to be compliant V8250 lane widths.
4. With properties under separate ownership tifjetihe responsible parties of the proposed Casdle Drive

roadway improvements. Include in UDO document.

5. A traffic impact study for the entire UDO argdell be completed and approved with the subnuftéhe
first development plans within the UDO boundary.

6. The roadway improvements shall be completatbimore than three construction phases that ntlaéch
phase lines described on the UDO plan. This requent shall be described within the UDO document.

7. Provide a graphic within the UDO document gtaiws the proposed development passerines.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION

1. Add 78-840 Note to Plans:
(Any excavation, fill, or disturbance of the ekigt ground elevation must be done in accordande wit
storm water management ordinance No. 78/840 apbapd by The Metropolitan Department of Water
Services.)

2. GIS indicates a possible stream near lot BOwSJUndisturbed Buffers or provide a hydrologic
determination.
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3. Add Buffer Note to plans if there is a drairfflr:
(The buffer along waterways will be an area whbeesurface is left in a natural state, and isdmsturbed
by construction activity. This is in accordancehwtite Stormwater Management Manual Volume 1 -
Regulations.)

4. Add Preliminary Note to Plans:
(This drawing is for illustration purposes to iogdie the basic premise of the development. Théléiha
count and details of the plan shall be governethbyappropriate regulations at the time of final
application.)

5. Add Access Note to Plans:
(Metro Water Services shall be provided sufficiend unencumbered access in order to maintain and
repair utilities in this site.)

6. Add C/D Note to Plans:
(Size driveway culverts per the design criteriafegh by the Metro Stormwater Management Manual
(Minimum driveway culvert in Metro ROW is 15" CMP).

7. Provide a Water Quality Concept

CONDITIONS
1. The following changes shall be made to the @MggOwners Association Standards:

Add language after second sentence: "Prior td §iba plan approval, an applicant for redevelopnodmproperty
within the UDO shall provide acceptable proof thpplicant has joined the property Owner's Assamiati
established in the CC&Rs. Membership in the prgp@mwners' Association shall be granted by the egst
association so long as all requirements for menhiigfsave been met."

Delete language in third sentence: "a copy ofélterded supplemental declaration submitting tlepenty to the
CC&Rs, and proof of payment of the special assessfoethe infrastructure contemplated by the UDO,"

Remove Section "A" in its entirety.

1. The following changes shall be made to the Builditgndards:

. Add note: Development Standards contained inWlm© shall apply. Where specific standards are not
called out in the UDO, the base zoning standarel apply.

. Add design standards for courtyard spaces in CetGaurts, Townhome Courts, and Courtyard Flats to

exclude parking and dention, and also establistinmim widths.

2. The applicant shall submit a phasing plan for immatation of infrastructure within the UDO. Themla
must meet the requirements of all Metro Agencies

3. Prior to issuance of a building permit or finaltdi@r construction in conformance with the provissoof
this UDQ, all infrastructure requirements for thepe shall be in place or properly bonded.

4, The buffer along waterways will be an area wheeestlirface is left in a natural state, and is nstiudibed
by construction activity. This is in accordancehwtiie Stormwater Management Manual Volume 1 —
Regulations.

5. Any stream crossings will require a variance frdw Stormwater Management Committee.

6. All Public Works and Stormwater conditions shallduielressed and a revised copy of the Preliminary

UDO shall be submitted to the Planning Commissidéthiv30 days of the Planning Commission action.

7. Prior to final site plan approval for developmerithin Sub-Areas 1, 2, or 3, a minimum of .5 acrés o
contiguous land shall be dedicated as park/opetespahin Sub-Areas 1 or 2.

[Note: Items #3 and #4 were discussed by the Metropolitan Planning Commission together. See Item #4 for actions
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and resolutions.]

4, 2007Z-072U-10
Castleman Drive
Map 131-01, Parcels 066, 115, 116, 117, 118
Subarea 10 (2005)
Council District - 34 Lynn Williams

A request to change from R20 to RM20 zoning prapgtbcated at 2201, 2211, 2215 and 2217 Castl@rian
and to RM9 for property located at 2208 Castlemamd) approximately 470 feet west of Hillsboro P{2e34
acres), requested by EDGE Planning, applicantJdseph Kerr, Sara Whaley, Vivian Hines, Salvataneresa,
and Paul Riggan, owner.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval subject to approval of the Castleman Drive UDO (2007UD-001U-
10).

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change from One and Two-Family Regide(R20) to Multi-Family
Residential (RM20) zoning, properties located &1122211, 2215 and 2217 Castleman Drive and toiNfaltily
Residential (RM9) for property located at 2208 (@gain Drive, approximately 470 feet west of Hillsb®ike
(2.34 acres).

Existing Zoning
R20 District - R20requires a minimum 20,000 square foot lot andtsrided for single-family dwellings and
duplexes at an overall density of 2.31 dwellingsipier acre including 25% duplex lots.

Proposed Zoning
RM9 District - RM9is intended for single-family, duplex, and mubirfily dwellings at a density of 9 dwelling
units per acre.

RM20 District - RM20is intended for single-family, duplex, and mulirfily dwellings at a density of 20 dwelling
units per acre.

GREEN HILLS/MIDTOWN COMMUNITY PLAN POLICY

Residential Low Medium (RLM) -RLM policy is intendéo accommodate residential development withiemsiy
range of two to four dwelling units per acre. Thedominant development type is single-family hona¢thiough
some townhomes and other forms of attached housagbe appropriate.

Special Policy Area # 9:

1. Development at RM intensities may be consideregided it is based on the aggregation of lotsan
consolidated plan for the entire area. Developrabatild be oriented toward the Green Hills activity
center and should emphasize improved vehiculapadéstrian connections with Hillsboro Pike and the
activity center.

2. Any development within this area should creaseistainable and walkable neighborhood. Buildstgsl
form an appropriate street wall consistent withulidth of the street. This is critical for scaledao
provide a clear definition to the street. The d8espe elements (sidewalks, street trees, stregshings,
etc.) shall fully support the development form. Thassing of buildings shall complement each other i
quality of construction and materials, scale, heigtassing, and rhythm of buildings solid to operdy
Any redevelopment shall achieve sensitive transit@surrounding development.

3. Development at RM intensities should be impletaé only through Planned Unit Development (PUD) or
Urban Design Overlay (UDO) zoning together with #ppropriate base zoning.

Consistent with Policy? -This zone change request is consistent with théeaan Drive UDO (2007UD-001U-
10), which is also on this Commission agenda. Tlopgsed plan is appropriate if the UDO is approved.

Staff RecommendationStaff recommends approval subject to approval @Ghstleman Drive UDO.
RECENT REZONINGS - None.

061407Minutes (3).doc 9 of 49



PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - TIS may be required at the time of development.

Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District R20

Total . .
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) e D) ﬁ;jtr;ber & (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-family
detached (210) 2.34 1.85 4 39 3 5
Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District RM20

Total . :

Land Use : Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Acres Density Sﬁ:’tnsber el (weekday) Hour Hour
Residential
Condo/ 2.34 N/A 46 332 28 32
Townhouse(230)
Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District
Land Use Acres _ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) (weekday) Hour Hour
- 293 25 27

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation  _1Elementary _1Middle  1High

Schools Over/Under Capacity - Students would attkeridh Green Elementary School, Moore Middle School
Hillsboro High School. Julia Green Elementary Sdhaowml Hillsboro High School have been identifiedbasg
over capacity by the Metro School Board. Anothenantary school in the cluster and a high schoal in
neighboring cluster have capacity. This informai®based upon data from the school board lasttagdspril
2007.

Ms. Logan presented and stated staff is recommgrapiproval of Zone Change 2007Z-072U-10.

Mr. Johnson presented and stated that staff iswemnding approval with conditions of Urban Desigreay
2007UD-001U-10.

Mr. Bernhardt added that staff is in support of o&ing the Conditions, Covenants and RestrictiorSKG) from
the UDO as mentioned by Councilwoman Williams. dtiged that the CCR’s are not a component of theahc
UDO, but more of a proposed method for financirgitifrastructure improvements as being recommebgédte
applicant.

Mr. Clifton requested clarification on the bluedistream included in the UDO and the measuresilidie taken
regarding its preservation.

Mr. Johnson stated that Metro staff has identiffezlblue line stream and has placed the requireafen80 foot
buffer from each ridge of the stream on the proposa

Mr. Clifton then requested clarification on thedéwf density included in the proposal and whethetould be
overwhelming to the existing infrastructure for trea.

Mr. Bernhardt briefly explained the urban desigeray request for this area in relation to the @Grieéls
Community Plan. He spoke of issues such as theestsg| for higher density development in the Greills drea;
and the added policies that would assist in regugatensity, as opposed to mass rezonings. Héncmut by
stating that the overlay was in response to babpgnty owner requests, as well as the market,rémugdting in this
comprehensive plan for the redevelopment interaifin for this particular area within the Greenl$idrea.

Mr. Clifton stated that it is important to continplanned growth throughout the City, however, Henawledged
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the concern of density for those who live in aredtet is considered built out.
Ms. Cummings requested clarification regarding@@R’s included in the urban design overlay.

Mr. Bernhardt explained that the CCR’s are beirlgtéd from the UDO to eliminate the imposition ohéling on
the current property owners. He explained thabteeny development can begin within the phasélsi®fUDO, a
private agreement will need to be in place that @étermine how the infrastructure will be funded f
improvement.

Ms. Beehan stated that the UDO meets the needie @ioimmunity and allows additional growth. She ima&avor
of removing the conditions, covenants and restnctias they could be considered an additional bualéhe
individual homeowners.

Mr. Loring requested clarification on whether &létproperty owners included in the overlay wereiiregl to
participate.

Mr. Bernhardt stated that the only time propertynevs would be required to participate would b&éyt wanted to
change their development to follow the urban desiggrlay requirements.

Ms. Jones spoke in favor of the overlay. She dttitat it provides a well needed vision for theaare

Ms. Nielson moved and Ms. Jones seconded the matioich passed unanimously, to approve with coonti
Urban Design Zone Change 2007UD-001-10, with thelition to remove the Conditions, Covenants and
Restrictions, (CCR'’s); and to approve Zone Char@f#/Z-021U-10.(7-0)

Resolution No. RS2007-200

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007UD-001U-10 BPPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS, including a condition for a .5 acre pak and a condition requiring the deletion of refererces
to restrictive covenants in the UDO document. (7-0)

Conditions of Approval:
1. The following changes shall be made to the @tggOwners Association Standards:

Add language after second sentence: "Prior td §iba@ plan approval, an applicant for redevelopna#property
within the UDO shall provide acceptable proof thpplicant has joined the property Owner's Assamiati
established in the CC&Rs. Membership in the prgp@mners' Association shall be granted by the exgst
association so long as all requirements for menhiigfsave been met."

Delete language in third sentence: "a copy of¢iverded supplemental declaration submitting tlopeity to the
CC&Rs, and proof of payment of the special assessfoethe infrastructure contemplated by the UDO,"

Remove Section "A" in its entirety.

2. The following changes shall be made to the Bugjdstandards:

. Add note: Development Standards contained inWRi© shall apply. Where specific standards are not
called out in the UDO, the base zoning standardB apply.

. Add design standards for courtyard spaces in Cot@aurts, Townhome Courts, and Courtyard Flats to

exclude parking and dention, and also establislinmuim widths.

3. The applicant shall submit a phasing plan fgslementation of infrastructure within the UDO. Tihlan
must meet the requirements of all Metro Agencies

4, Prior to issuance of a building permit or fipét for construction in conformance with the pgions of
this UDO, all infrastructure requirements for fitease shall be in place or properly bonded.

5. The buffer along waterways will be an area whieesurface is left in a natural state, and isdisturbed
by construction activity. This is in accordanceéhithe Stormwater Management Manual Volume 1 —
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Regulations.
6. Any stream crossings will require a variancerfitie Stormwater Management Committee.

7. All Public Works and Stormwater conditions shedladdressed and a revised copy of the Preliminary
UDO shall be submitted to the Planning Commissitthin 30 days of the Planning Commission action.

8. Prior to final site plan approval for developmerithmm Sub-Areas 1, 2, or 3, a minimum of .5 acrés o
contiguous land shall be dedicated as park/opetespahin Sub-Areas 1 or 2.”

9. References to Conditions, Covenants, and Restietball be deleted from the UDO document, and a
revised copy resubmitted within 30 days of Commoissiction

The proposed Castleman Urban Design Overlay is coistent with the Green Hills/Midtown Community
Plan’s special policy which calls for residential dvelopments at a density of 4-9 dwelling units pexcre
provided that it is based on an aggregation of lotand plan for the entire area which is sustainablend
walkable.”

Resolution No. RS2007-201

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007Z-072U-10 SPPROVED. (7-0)

The proposed RM9 and RM20 districts and associatedDO plan are consistent with the Green
Hills/Midtown Community Plan’s special policy which calls for residential developments at a density af-9
dwelling units per acre provided that it is based b an aggregation of lots and plan for the entire aga, which
is sustainable and walkable.”

REVISIONS AND FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS

5. 74-79-G-13
Nashboro Village (PUD Cancellation)
Map 135-00, Parcel 418
Subarea 13 (2003)
Council District 29 - Vivian Wilhoite

A request to cancel a portion of a Planned Unitéd@yment overlay district, that portion being lezhat the
southwest corner of Nashboro Boulevard and FliktiBourt, zoned One and Two-Family Residential (RBX6
acres), approved for approximately 27,600 squaedecommercial, requested by Councilmember Vivian
Wilhoite.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Cancel PUD

A request to cancel a portion of a Planned Unitddgyment overlay district, that portion being lehat the
southwest corner of Nashboro Boulevard and FliktilBourt, zoned One and Two-Family Residential (RB)%6
acres), approved for approximately 27,600 squaedecommercial.

PLAN DETAILS - There is no site plan associated with this requédst.request is to cancel the Planned Unit
Development district on this property (Map 135,dear18), which will effectively remove all develment rights
that were granted with the approved PUD plan, diosvalevelopment as per the R10 base zoning distric

This request has been initiated by Council Ladyhaite District 29. Council Lady Wilhoite has initéal this

request to address concerns from her constitueatddel that the current PUD plan is outdatediaagdpropriate
for the area.
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Preliminary Plan - The PUD was originally approwed 979 and has undergone significant changes gisice
original conception. Since its conception, the iempéntation of the plan has been continuous andqueehanges
have been consistent with the original intent e UD. The last PUD plan for the property in questvas
approved for approximately 27,600 square feet afroercial uses. Also, the original preliminary thats approved
in 1979 called for commercial uses at this location

Zoning and Long Range Plan - The underlying zofdmghis property is R10 which requires a minimuhan0
square foot lot and is intended for single-famiyedlings and duplexes at an overall density of 46&lling units
per acre including 25% duplex lots. The long-raplga calls for this area to develop residentiallthva density
between 4 and 9 units per acre (Residential MedRofity).

Analysis - While the underlying base zone andcilmunity plan are not consistent with the existigpD overlay
on this property, the request to cancel this portibthe PUD must be based on its context withendterall PUD.
The underlying zoning is inconsistent with the Po\zrlay because at the time the PUD was adopteddahing
Code did not require the PUD overlay to be conststéth the base-zoning district. At that time, mosmmercial
PUDs were adopted without also changing the basimgo

The Land Use Policy adopted for this area refldmsresidential density of the overBWUD, not the specific use or
density on an individual parcel within the PUD dagr The Nashboro Village PUD is a large developimen
consisting of approximately 400 acres. The apprd¥ed plan for the entire project consists of sommmercial
and a variety of multi-family residential typestlvan overall density of approximately 6.6 units pere and also
includes amenities such as tennis courts, a lalceadl 36-acre golf course.

The location of the portion of the PUD that is pvsed to be cancelled is approved for approxim&e|g00 square
feet of commercial uses. The property is located@khe south side of the main boulevard and ity/falose to the
geographical center of the PUD district and wasrided to provide a neighborhood commercial center.

While this PUD was originally approved many yeage,dt has remained active and continues to beldped. The
original concept represents a fully planned comiyyumiith a mixture of uses. The neighborhood ceigg@roperty
located and sized to provide local services. Iesighed, it should serve an important role in ngéiing the
sustainability of the neighborhood. To isolate thi® piece of the development and ignore its miatiip with the
overall development is not appropriate.

Staff recommends disapproval of the request toalahis portion of the PUD for several reasonssti-ithe
approved commercial use for this property is ctosthe center of the development along the mairotinghfare and
represents a neighborhood center that can proddié@nal neighborhood amenities to meet the dadlyvenience
needs for residents in the area and/or provideeegb gather and socialize. The concept behintbtation of this
commercial area complies with accepted planninggguals and the same concept is used by Metro Pigi8taff
to determine appropriate locations for communitgt asighborhood centers throughout Davidson County.

If cancelled, this planned community would contaiproperty at its center that could be developettuthe
current R10 zoning district. Since the propertyldqossibly be subdivided under the R10 base zame would
only have to be in compliance with the base zodistrict and Subdivision Regulations, there wouddimited
means available to ensure that any future develaprae&ompatible with the existing PUD.

If cancelled, any new development proposal for $itis would need to be considered in context with t
surrounding area. Because the PUD includes mutiifadevelopment, a single-family residential subsibn on
only 3.46 acres developed with the underlying Ra®etzone would not be appropriate at this locaBimce the
property is located along the major thoroughfarthndevelopment and at an intersection, an apjatepuse would
be small scale commercial, similar to that for whiicis approved. Staff recommends that the cunpéar be
redesigned so that the approved commercial usesri@meged to be more consistent in character Wwetekisting
context of the development.

Staff Recommendation- While the current plan for this property shobklimproved with an alternative design and
layout, the currently approved use and scale areutoof character with the overall development enconsistent
with sound planning practices for the location. rEtiere, staff recommends disapproval of this PUBce#iation
request.

061407Minutes (3).doc 13 of 49



PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - No Exceptions Taken

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - No Exceptions Taken

Mr. Swaggart presented and stated that staff mmetending disapproval.

Mr. Tom White, 36 Old Club Court, spoke in oppasitito the requested PUD cancellation.

Mr. Dan Strebel, 1720 West End, spoke in oppositiothe requested PUD cancellation.

Mr. Dean Mcintyre, 2501 Ravine Drive, spoke in fawbthe requested PUD cancellation.

Ms. Valerie Wynn, 2516 Somerset Drive, spoke irofenf the requested PUD cancellation.

Councilwoman Wilhoite spoke in favor of the reqaelsPUD cancellation. She stated that the comnigaigianed
unit development was not consistent with the subaptan for this area and requested its cancellat®ire spoke on
the issue of the planned unit development being 80e/ears old and that it was no longer consiststht the
neighborhood. She requested its cancellationderaio balance the interests of the developersiisag/the
neighborhood.

A resident of Nashboro Village spoke in favor of tone change request.

Mr. John Brittle, 5474 Franklin Pike Circle, spakeopposition to the zone change request.

Ms. Beehan acknowledged the conflict between thigleats and the developer. She stated that thiesetp
cancel should be made by the developer. She fusthted that the wishes of the residents and harmexs should

be acknowledged by the property owner.

Mr. Loring acknowledged the concern of older plahneit developments. However, he stated he wooldvant
to act retroactively and remove the rights of goprty owner.

Ms. Jones stated she was against canceling anyfypeoning unless the property owner was makireg équest.
She mentioned other planned unit developmentsctirdtiin commercial nodes that enhance communities.

Ms. Nielson spoke of the history of the Nashbortiage PUD. She mentioned that the concepts cogdaimthe
development are what the Commission encouragey.toda

Mr. Clifton spoke on the issue of changing landsuséhout the owners consent. He state he wamrfavor of
canceling the planned unit development.

Ms. Cummings stated that Nashboro Village represgobd planning and what many neighborhoods should
resemble. She stated that any design issues Wwewddressed when the plans were submitted fooagiprShe
too stated she was not in favor of removing propeghts without the owner’s consent.

Mr. Clifton moved and Ms. Nielson seconded the owmtwhich passed unanimously, to disapprove theasto
cancel a portion of Planned Unit Development 745723, Nashboro Village. (7-0)

Resolution No. RS2007-202

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 74-79-G-13 iIBISAPPROVED. (7-0)

If canceled the R10 base zone would allow for dewgiment that is not consistent with the development
pattern within the area or the overall Planned UnitDevelopment.”

6. 23-85-P-13
Forest View Park (PUD Cancellation)
Map 150-00, Parcel 237
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Subarea 13 (2003)
Council District 29 - Vivian Wilhoite

A request to cancel the Planned Unit Developmestridt Overlay on property located at Forest VienvD
(unnumbered), approximately 400 feet east of Medb®ro Pike, that was previously approved for 2Ltim
family units (7.84 acres), zoned R10, requeste@diyncilmember Vivian Wilhoite.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove.

APPLICANT REQUEST -Cancel PUD

A request to cancel the Planned Unit Developmestriat Overlay on property located at Forest VienivB
(unnumbered), approximately 400 feet east of Medboro Pike, that was previously approved for 2L&im
family units (7.84 acres), zoned One and Two-FamRigidential (R10).

Existing Zoning
R10 District -R10requires a minimum 10,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single -family dwellings and
duplexes at an overall density of 4.63 dwellingsipier acre including 25% duplex lots.

ANTIOCH/PRIEST LAKE COMMUNITY PLAN

Residential Medium High (RMH) -RMH policy is inteed for existing and future residential areas charaed by
densities of nine to twenty dwelling units per ad&evariety of multi-family housing types are appriate. The
most common types include attached townhomes alidwpaapartments.

PUD HISTORY - Forest View Park PUD was approved by the Planniogn@ission on March 13, 1985. As
originally approved and with subsequent revisiding,PUD plan promotes a mixture of housing typeh density
decreasing with distance from Murfreesboro Pikes dhginal PUD is approximately 86 acres and ismlgzination
of single-family and multi-family. All of the singifamily and approximately half of the multi-famidvelling units
have been built. The section requested to be ded¢ebhich is 7.84 acres, is the only unbuilt pmntof this PUD.

The portion requested to be cancelled, along wighrnieighboring parcel to the south, is identifiedhie original
plan as 516 flats, which was revised to 460 unitdune of 1992. The parcel to the south was revised 256 to
116 units and is not included in this request beeatis already built. There are 212 units apptdee construction
in the section of the PUD that is requested todreelled.

North of the 460 flats is a section of 112 townhemehich was amended to 20 townhouse units anihg&s
family lots in 1992. East of these sections isa@ise of the PUD with 207 single-family lots.

West of this request is the Murfreesboro Pike doirimost of which is zoned Commercial Servicehis irea and
is identified as Community Center policy.

Cancellation Request The entire 86-acre PUD is approved for 245 singtaify lots, 20 townhouses, and 328
multi-family units. Only the 212 multi-family unitisicluded in this cancellation request are not troted.

Consistent with Policy? -The Antioch/Priest Lake Community Plan, which wdsgted July 10, 2003, shows this
property as being located within the ResidentiatMe High policy, which envisions a density of 9-@6its per
acre. The multi-family portion of this PUD is cosigint with the RMH policy. Higher density residaiti
development is appropriate in this location duthtoproximity to Murfreesboro Pike. The RMH polisgrves as a
transition between the Community Center and Resimledviedium policy, which is applied to the singkamily
portions of the revised PUD.

Staff Recommendation -Forest View Park is a planned community. It hasagkwontained both single-family and
multi-family uses. The density of the developmepprapriately decreases with distance from the coroiale
corridor. Because this is the last portion of th#Ro develop, canceling this portion of the PUDulebprevent

this property from completing a fully planned commity.

Staff recommends disapproval because the requiestogsistent with policy, eliminates density inagpropriate
location, and would not promote a mixture of hogdiypes as was always intended by the PUD plan.

Ms. Logan presented and stated that staff is recamding disapproval.
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Mr. Tom White, 36 Old Club Court, spoke in oppasitiof the requested PUD cancellation.

Councilwoman Wilhoite spoke in favor of the reqeeisPUD cancellation. She stated she met with thpguty
owner to determine his intentions for this planoei development. She stated that this PUD, anlitiadal
townhomes were not consistent with the existingimedrhood and requested its cancellation.

Mr. Clifton commented on the issue of the ownengitgithe land with vested rights. He stated he m@tsn favor
of cancelling the PUD.

Ms. Nielson acknowledged that the owner would hav&ubmit changes of his request to the Commission.
Ms. Jones also spoke of the specific processesviratin place if the owner were to change hisqlan

Mr. Loring acknowledged the issue of older PUDowdver, he was not in favor of cancelling the pkdhanit
development as being requested.

Ms. Nielson moved and Ms. Beehan seconded the matibich passed unanimously, to disapprove theastdqo
cancel a portion of Planned Unit Development 232853, Forest View Park(7-0)

Resolution No. RS2007-203

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 23-85-P-13 BISAPPROVED. (7-0)

If canceled the R10 base zone would allow for dewgiment that is not consistent with the development
pattern within the area or the overall Planned UnitDevelopment.”

7. 2005UD-003G-12
Carothers Crossing, Final Site Plan (TemporarysS@kenter)
Map 188-00, Parcel 008
Subarea 12 (2004)
Council District 31 - Parker Toler

A request to revise the final site plan of the appd Urban Design Overlay district at 7287 CarathiRoad, to
permit a revision to the approved site plan tovalfor the 2,600 square foot temporary sales ceatat,equipment
building and a 27 vehicle parking lot, requestgd\ibod Ridge Investments, LLC, applicant/owner.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove as submitted. Approval with conditions, including a condition
adopting the site plan as revised by staff.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Final UDO

A request to revise the final site plan of the appd Urban Design Overlay district at 7287 CardshBoad, to
permit a revision to the approved site plan tovalfor the 2,600 square foot temporary sales cemdrequipment
building and a parking lot with 27 spaces.

PLAN DETAILS - The original UDO did not address a temporary sedgger, however, there is an obvious need
for one in a project that contains 2,100 units 250,000 square feet of commercial uses on 519eé&sache
applicant will submit a request and justificatiam €ontinued use of the sales center every 2 yedte Planning
Staff for evaluation.

The site is located on Carother’s Road, adjaceRttase 2 (approved in May of 2006). The back optioposed
buildings will face common open space, so speeisd cnust be taken with all facades of the buildsigse they
will front public space.

The sales center is a temporary portable buildiag) has been dressed with a pitched roof and coyerech on the
front facade. It is fronted by a decorative pavadlig plaza and surrounded by landscaping. A géis&ech of the
landscaping is shown on the site plan and in tbadas, but submittal and approval of a detaileddeape plan will
be required prior to issuance of a building permit.
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The equipment house is an existing house locatdtesite that will be renovated to be used as an
electrical/mechanical equipment building. The huigis brick and stucco. The windows on the fraadnoperable
shutters. Since this is an equipment building sofribe existing window openings will need to beseld. On the
sides of the building the old window openings hbgen covered with shutters. On the rear of thielimgj the
openings are proposed to be infilled with briclafStecommends that these openings be coveredshiitiers to be
consistent with the rest of the structure.

Staff RecommendationStaff recommends approval since the plan meet§/B@ standards.

PUBLIC WORKSRECOMMENDATION- The developer's construction drawings shall comptii the design
regulations established by the Department of PiWlicks. Final design may vary based on field ctioads.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION- Plan has not been approved by Metro Stormwater.

CONDITIONS
1. The rear windows on the equipment building propdsedbrick infill shall be covered with shutters to
match the window treatment on the rest of the sirec

2. The applicant will submit a request and justifioatfor continued use of the sales center everya2syt®
the Planning Staff for evaluation.

3. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatiéfinal approval of this proposal shall be forweddo
the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managénhgision of Water Services.

4, Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatiéfinal approval of this proposal shall be forweddo
the Planning Commission by the Traffic Engineer@&gtions of the Metropolitan Department of Public
Works for all improvements within public rights why.

5. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits.

6. These plans as approved by the Planning Commisélbbe used by the Department of Codes
Administration to determine compliance, both inig®uance of permits for construction and field
inspection. Significant deviation from these plarik require reapproval by the Planning Commission

7. If this final approval includes conditions whictgrare correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor
the issuance of permit applications will not berfarded to the Department of Codes Administratiotil un
five (5) copies of the corrected/revised plans Hasen submitted to and approved by staff of the
Metropolitan Planning Commission for filing and oedation with the Davidson County Register of Deeds

Approved with conditions, (7-0Fonsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-204

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2005UD-003G-12 APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (7-0)

Conditions of Approval:
1. The rear windows on the equipment building propdeedbrick infill shall be covered with shutters to
match the window treatment on the rest of the sirec

2. The applicant will submit a request and justifioatfor continued use of the sales center everya2sy®
the Planning Staff for evaluation.

3. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbfinal approval of this proposal shall be forwaddo
the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managéwfigision of Water Services.

4. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbfinal approval of this proposal shall be forwaddo
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the Planning Commission by the Traffic Engineer@@gtions of the Metropolitan Department of Public
Works for all improvements within public rights why.

5. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits.

6. These plans as approved by the Planning Commisglbbe used by the Department of Codes
Administration to determine compliance, both in ig®uance of permits for construction and field
inspection. Significant deviation from these plank require reapproval by the Planning Commission

7. If this final approval includes conditions whiclgrere correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor
the issuance of permit applications will not berfarded to the Department of Codes Administratiofil un
five (5) copies of the corrected/revised plans Haeen submitted to and approved by staff of the
Metropolitan Planning Commission for filing and oedation with the Davidson County Register of
Deeds.”

IX.  PUBLIC HEARING: ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

8. 2007SP-028U-13
Ralph Mello
Map163-00, Parcels 064, 065
Subarea 13 (2003)
Council District 32 - Sam Coleman

A request to change from AR2a to SP zoning profdedgted at 5160 and 5166 Hickory Hollow Parkway,
approximately 1,630 feet west of Hickory Hollow &#a(3.81 acres), requested by Ralph Mello, WillBn©Owen,
Trustee, and Philip D. Warren, owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove as submitted. Approval with conditions, including a condition
adopting the site plan as revised by staff.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Preliminary SP
A request to change from Agricultural/Resident/iR@a) to Specific Plan (SP) zoning property locae8160 and
5166 Hickory Hollow Parkway, approximately 1,63@tfevest of Hickory Hollow Place (3.81 acres).

Existing Zoning

AR2a District -_Agricultural/Residentiaquires a minimum lot size of 2 acres and isnidézl for uses that
generally occur in rural areas, including singletilgt, two-family, and mobile homes at a densityook dwelling
unit per 2 acres. The AR2a district is intendedrplement the natural conservation or interim rrban land use
policies of the general plan.

Proposed Zoning
SP District - Specific Plais a zoning district category that provides fodiidnal flexibility of design, including the
relationship of buildings to streets, to provide #bility to implement the specific details of tBeneral Plan.

= The SP District is a new base-zoning district,abverlay. It will be labeled on zoning maps aB.”S
= The SP District is not subject to the traditionahing districts’ development standards. Insteabanr

design elements are determirfedthe specific developmentnd are written into the zone change
ordinance, which becomes law.

L] Use of SRloes notrelieve the applicant of responsibility for thguéations/guidelines in historic or
redevelopment districts. The more stringent reguiator guidelines control.

L] Use of SRloes notrelieve the applicant of responsibility for sulidien regulation and/or stormwater
regulations.
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ANTIOCH/PRIEST LAKE COMMUNITY PLAN

Regional Activity Center (RAC) -RAC policy is intded for concentrated mixed-use areas anchoreddyianal
mall. Other uses common in RAC policy are all typégetail activities, offices, public uses, andlnér density
residential areas. An Urban Design or Planned Daitelopment overlay district or site plan shouldampany
proposals in these policy areas, to assure apprtepiesign and that the type of development corsfdonthe intent
of the policy.

Consistent with Policy? -Yes, if the staff revised site plan is approvedisTrequest includes all uses within the
Mixed Use Limited zoning district, except for nurgihomes, day care facilities, bars, nightclubsweshes, and
convenience stores, which is consistent with th&CRlicy. The RAC policy also requires a site plaowever.
The submitted site plan does not provide sufficaagign information to meet the requirements ofptbkicy. The
staff revised site plan provides the flexibilitysited by the applicant while accommodating theglesequirements
required by the policy.

PLAN DETAILS

Submitted Site Plan - The plan shows one buildimge®pe on each of the two lots. The building éopes are
5,160 square feet and 5,166 square feet. Thesetiback approximately 90 feet from Hickory HolloarRway,
with parking in front on the building. There are other details regarding the size, height, oratiens of the
buildings.

Sidewalks - Sidewalks are not shown on the plan.
Access - There are four access points from Hicktolfow Parkway and no cross access between thdotso

Parking -The plan shows parking located in fronthaf buildings. It does not include a number @fcgs, but
appears inadequate for the size of the depictddibgienvelope.

PLAN DETAILS

Staff Revised Site Plan -The plan shows one bugleéinvelope on the two lots. The building envelbps a setback
of 30 feet from Hickory Hollow Parkway. The buihdj would be required to be constructed along &t 88% of
the front setback line. Building height, elevagpand other details are not included in the giedposed
preliminary site plan in order to provide the apatit with maximum flexibility. Elevations will beequired to be
submitted with the final site plan

Sidewalks -Sidewalks are shown on the eastern prolee to provide pedestrian access to the naitify
development to the north.

Access - There is one access point from HickoryddoParkway. Cross access is provided betweetwbédots
and to the undeveloped lot to the west. Additigngledestrian access is provided from the parkimg to the
multi-family development to the north

Parking -The parking envelope is located in theriot of the lots with a minimum front setback & feet. If
parking totals do not follow MUL standards, thae fimal SP site plan shall demonstrate sufficiearkjmg, which
must be approved by staff.

Reviewing Department Recommendations - Other deyats did not have enough technical informatioretéew
the SP as submitted. All department approvals tmeistbtained with the final SP site plan.

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends disapproval as submitted, buteapmvith conditions of the staff
revised site plan. Because the council bill fas tlequest has already been prepared, staff ademmends a
condition that failure to amend the bill to incluithe staff revised site plan would amount to ajisaved bill.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - A specific plan has not been received to make agyneering
decision or recommendation.

Typical Uses inExisting Zoning District AR2a

Land Use Acres Densit Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) y Number of (weekday) Hour Hour
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Lots

Single-family

detached(210) 3.81 1 du/2acres 1 10 1 2

Typical Uses inProposedZoning District SP (Calculations based on MUL zoning)

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak

(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour

Specialty Retail

Center(814) 3.81 237 39,333 1,721 39 116

Change in Traffic BetweenTypical Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District

Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(weekday) Hour Hour
- 1,711 38 114
Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District AR2a
Total . .

Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak

(ITE Code) AETES Rl Egtr:ber el (weekday) Hour Hour

Single-family

detached(210) 3.81 1 du/2acres 1 10 1 2

Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District SP (Calculations based on MUL zoning)

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak

(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour

Retail Center

(820) 3.81 .6 99,578 6,773 157 625

Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District

_ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(weekday) Hour Hour

- 6,763 156 623

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Preliminary SP Returned for Corrections:

. Show the Proposed Site Layout (Scale no less thanlD0', Contours no greater than 5).

. Add FEMA Note / Information to plans.

. Add North Arrow & Bearing Information to plans.

. Add Vicinity Map to plans.

. Add 78-840 Note to plans. (Any excavation, fill,disturbance of the existing ground elevation nigst
done in accordance with storm water managemenhande No. 78/840 and approved by The
Metropolitan Department of Water Services.)

. Add Preliminary Note to plans. (This drawing is fdustration purposes to indicate the basic prenois

the development. The final lot count and detdilthe plan shall be governed by the
regulations at the time of final application.)

. Add Access Note to plans. (Metro Water Serviced Sieaprovided sufficient and unencumbered acaess i

061407Minutes (3).doc

appropriate

20 of 49




order to maintain and repair utilities in this gite

. Add C/D Note to plans. (Size driveway culverts fier design criteria set forth by the Metro Stornewrat
Management Manual (Minimum driveway culvert in MeROW is 15" CMP).)

. Show Existing Topo.
. Provide a Water Quality Concept plan.
. Show / allocation Room for Detention.

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION - Need more information on what is to be done. Nesidences,
business, fire hydrant location, etc.

WATER SERVICES RECOMMENDATION - Capacity in the amount of $2,000.00 has been hased for this
site leaving a balance of $2,000.00. Furthermoprjtdic sewer line extension will be required toveethis site.
Water Services will need calculations, constructitans and also calculation fees for review and@yg.

CONDITIONS

1. Adopt staff revised site plan.

2. Failure to amend the bill to include the staff sed site plan would amount to a disapproved bill.

3. Building elevations are required with the final St plan.

4, Sidewalks are required on Hickory Hollow Parkway.

5. Buildings shall be a minimum of two stories or 24'd a maximum of three stories.

6. If parking totals do not follow MUL standards, thdre final SP site plan shall demonstrate sufficien

parking, which must be approved by staff.

7. The application, including attached materials, pJamd reports submitted by the applicant anddalpted
conditions of approval shall constitute the pland eegulations as required for the Specific Plaomning
until a Final Plan is filed per the requirementdibelow. Except as otherwise noted herein, the
application, supplemental information and cond#ioif approval shall be used by the planning departm
and department of codes administration to determmepliance, both in the review of final site plamsl
issuance of permits for construction and field extwn. Deviation from these plans will requireieav by
the Planning Commission and approval by the MetitggoCouncil.

8. For any development standards, regulations andresgents not specifically shown on the SP plan@nd/
included as a condition of Commission or Councprapal, the property shall be subject to the stedgla
regulations and requirements of the MUL zoningriits at the effective date of this ordinance, vahic
must be shown on the plan.

9. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatépreliminary approval of this proposal shall be
forwarded to the Planning Commission by the Stortemilanagement division of Water Services.

10. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatépreliminary approval of this proposal shall be
forwarded to the Planning Commission by the Traffigineering Sections of the Metropolitan
Department of Public Works for all improvementshiitpublic rights of way.

11. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits.

12. Minor adjustments to the site plan may be apprdomethe planning commission or its designee based up
final architectural, engineering or site design antlial site conditions. All adjustments shall bagistent
with the principles and further the objectivestw# tipproved plan. Adjustments shall not be perdiitte
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except through an ordinance approved by Metro Qbthat increase the permitted density or intensity
add uses not otherwise permitted, eliminate spectfhditions or requirements contained in the plsin
adopted through this enacting ordinance, or aditutgr access points not currently present or aygao

13. Within 120 days of Planning Commission approvathi§ preliminary SP plan, and in any event prior to
any additional development applications for thisgarty, including submission of a final SP sitenplthe
applicant shall provide the Planning Departmenhwifinal corrected copy of the preliminary SP fian
filing and recording with the Davidson County Régisof Deeds. Failure to submit a final correctegyc
of the preliminary SP plan within 120 days will ddhe Commission’s approval and require resubmissio
of the plan to the Planning Commission.

METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation The projected number of students is not able tddtermined at this time. The
number of students will be projected with the fiB&l site plan.

Schools Over/Under Capacity Students would attend J. E. Moss Elementary Scigulllo Middle School, or
Antioch High School. J. E. Moss Elementary Schaml Antioch High School have been identified as p&iner
capacity by the Metro School Board. There is meitimother middle school in the cluster nor anoftiigh school in
a neighboring cluster that has capacity. Thisrimittion is based upon data from the school boatculadated
April 2007.

Ms. Logan presented and stated that staff is recamding disapproval of the plan as submitted, howesve
recommending approval with conditions, includingoadition adopting the site plan as revised byf staf

Mr. Ralph Mello, owner, spoke in favor of the plas submitted by staff and requested that conditign
referencing building height, be removed.

Ms. Nielson suggested the proposal be deferreddierdo allow additional time for the developemteet with staff
to work on the design issues of the development.

Mr. Ponder requested clarification on the heightrietions included in the proposal.
Ms. Logan explained the concept of the buildinggherestriction placed on the development.

Mr. Bernhardt offered that the building height vilmsluded in order to provide the appropriate scaleitting for
this area. He stated there was flexibility regagdhis condition.

Ms. Jones offered alternative suggestions regatti@gondition referencing building heights. Stadexl there are
buildings that contain a 20 foot roof deck in thent that slopes back to only approximately to t4®foot. She
stated that the condition should not restrict tvaer to a two story building as the condition iradé&s in the report.
Ms. Nielson offered that the condition should beeaded in order to accommodate the Commissioresfians.

There was a brief discussion amongst the Commissdhey determined the correct wording for theddam.

Mr. Loring stated that he had an issue with recormiveg a two story building for the developer iffact, a one
story would be appropriate. He spoke of additi@tainomic impacts associated with two story bugdin

Ms. Beehan stated she was in favor of the suggesitges made by the Commissioners. She questiamettier
the proposal should be deferred to allow additievaik on the request.

Mr. Bernhardt offered the suggested wording as @segd by the Commissioners for condition #5. Heedtéhat it
would read that the front facade shall be a mininwir20 feet to the top of the parapet, up to a maxn of three
stories.

Mr. Clifton requested additional clarification dmetrequested zone change and the policy for the. ar

Ms. Logan stated that the Regional Activity Cemtelicy requires a design plan.
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Mr. Clifton acknowledged the intentions of staffjuéring a two story building for the Hickory Holloarea. He
agreed with the amendments to be made to condition

Ms. Cummings requested additional clarificationareting the change to condition #5.

Ms. Jones offered additional information regardimg generalities of two story buildings.

Ms. Jones moved, and Ms. Beehan seconded the mutiich passed unanimously, to approve with coodsi
Zone Change 2007SP-028U-13, to include the comdéitopting the site plan as revised by staff, dbaseaevising
Condition #5 to read that the front facade shalhlminimum of 20 ft., to the roof edge with a maximbuilding of

three stories(7-0)

Resolution No. RS2007-205

BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comnmssthat 2007SP-028U-13 BISAPPROVED AS
SUBMITTED; APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS, including a co ndition adopting the site plan as revised by
staff and amending condition No. 5 to require thathe front facade shall be a minimum of 20’ at the oof edge
to a maximum building height of three stories. (7-p

Conditions of Approval:

1. Adopt staff revised site plan.

2. Failure to amend the bill to include the staff sad site plan would amount to a disapproved bill.

3. Building elevations are required with the final St plan.

4, Sidewalks are required on Hickory Hollow Parkway.

5. Buildings shall be a minimum of two stories or 24/d a maximum of three stories.

6. If parking totals do not follow MUL standards, thdre final SP site plan shall demonstrate sufficien

parking, which must be approved by staff.

7. The application, including attached materials, pland reports submitted by the applicant anddalpted
conditions of approval shall constitute the pland eegulations as required for the Specific Plaoneg
until a Final Plan is filed per the requirementdisbelow. Except as otherwise noted herein, the
application, supplemental information and cond#ioi approval shall be used by the planning departm
and department of codes administration to determmmepliance, both in the review of final site plamsl
issuance of permits for construction and field extfwn. Deviation from these plans will requireieav by
the Planning Commission and approval by the MetiitgsoCouncil.

8. For any development standards, regulations andresgents not specifically shown on the SP plan@nd/
included as a condition of Commission or Councprapal, the property shall be subject to the staigla
regulations and requirements of the MUL zoningriits at the effective date of this ordinance, vahic
must be shown on the plan.

9. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatépreliminary approval of this proposal shall be
forwarded to the Planning Commission by the Stortemilanagement division of Water Services.

10. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatépreliminary approval of this proposal shall be
forwarded to the Planning Commission by the Traffigineering Sections of the Metropolitan
Department of Public Works for all improvementshiitpublic rights of way.

11. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits.

12. Minor adjustments to the site plan may be apprdyethe planning commission or its designee based up
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final architectural, engineering or site design antlial site conditions. All adjustments shall basistent
with the principles and further the objectivestu tipproved plan. Adjustments shall not be perdhitte
except through an ordinance approved by Metro Gbthat increase the permitted density or intensity
add uses not otherwise permitted, eliminate sgecifnditions or requirements contained in the plain
adopted through this enacting ordinance, or aditukdr access points not currently present or apgito

13. Within 120 days of Planning Commission approvathi§ preliminary SP plan, and in any event prior to
any additional development applications for thisgarty, including submission of a final SP sitenplthe
applicant shall provide the Planning Departmenhwifinal corrected copy of the preliminary SP gian
filing and recording with the Davidson County Régrisof Deeds. Failure to submit a final correctedyc
of the preliminary SP plan within 120 days will ddhe Commission’s approval and require resubmissio
of the plan to the Planning Commission.

The revised staff plan is consistent with the Antioh/Priest Lake Community Plan’s Regional Activity Genter
policy which is intended for all types of retail ativities, offices, public uses and higher densityasidential
uses.”

9. 2007SP-081G-06
Mt. Laurel Reserve
Map 128-00, Parcel 038
Subarea 6 (2003)
Council District 22 - Eric Crafton

A request to change from R20 to SP zoning progedgted at Hicks Road (unnumbered), approximatelga feet
east of Sawyer Brown Road (36.25 acres), to paeheiievelopment of 106 attached units, requestdoiaby &
Associates, applicant, for Dudley and Arthur G.d~etal, owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions, incl uding a condition requiring Fire Marshal
approval before 3% reading at Metro Council.

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED ZoneChange 2007SP-081G-06 indefinitely at the
request of the applicant. (7-0)

10. 2007SP-099U-08
1702 Charlotte Avenue
Map 092-08, Parcel 158 and Part of Parcels 158, 1155, & 156
Subarea 8 (2002)
Council District 19 - Ludye N. Wallace

A request to change from CS to SP zoning a propechted at 1702 Charlotte Avenue and from R6 ta$®rtion
of properties located at 11701, 1702, 1703, and P&arl Street and Pearl Street (unnumbered)eatdttheast
corner of Charlotte Street and Fisk Street (2.0ds)¢to permit a hotel/motel use with a maximuri®beds in one
structure, a 1,500 square foot outpatient clinmic} a 49,000 square foot office use for a totalfbB0 square feet,
requested by Civil Site Desigh Group PLLC, appltcéor Ron Calahan and Fred Dance, owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change from Commercial Service (6Sgecific Plan (SP) zoning a
property located at 1702 Charlotte Avenue and f@me and Two-Family Residential (R6) to SpecificrR|8P) a
portion of properties located at 1701, 1702, 1°20®] 1705 Pearl Street and Pearl Street (unnumbextettie
northeast corner of Charlotte Avenue and Fisk ${&264 acres), to permit a hotel/motel use withaximum of
10 beds in one structure, a 1,500 square foot tetpalinic, and a 49,000 square foot office used total of
54,500 square feet.

Existing Zoning
CS District -Commercial Servide intended for retail, consumer service, finahewstaurant, office, self-storage,
light manufacturing and small warehouse uses.
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R6 District -R6requires a minimum 6,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and duplexes
at an overall density of 7.72 dwelling units peresincluding 25% duplex lots.

Proposed Zoning
SP District -Specific Plais a zoning district category that provides fodiéidnal flexibility of design, including the
relationship of buildings to streets, to provide #bility to implement the specific details of theneral Plan.

= The SP District is a new base zoning district,aobverlay. It will be labeled on zoning maps aB.”S
L] The SP District is not subject to the traditionahing districts’ development standards. Insteabanr

design elements are determirfedthe specific developmentind are written into the zone change
ordinance, which becomes law.

L] Use of SRloes notrelieve the applicant of responsibility for thguéations/guidelines in historic or
redevelopment districts. The more stringent reguiator guidelines control.

. Use of SRdoes notrelieve the applicant of responsibility for sulidion regulation and/or stormwater
regulations.

NORTH NASHVILLE COMMUNITY PLAN POLICY

Neighborhood Urban (NU) -NU is intended for faiilfense, expansive areas that are intended toinanta
significant amount of residential development, émg planned to be mixed use in character. Predorhimses in
these areas include a variety of housing, publiebieuses, commercial activities and mixed-useettggment. An
Urban Design or Planned Unit Development overlayriit or site plan should accompany proposalbése policy
areas, to assure appropriate design and thatpleeofydevelopment conforms with the intent of théqy.

Corridor Center (CC) -CC is intended for densedpreinantly commercial areas at the edge of a neigdidod,
which either sits at the intersection of two majwroughfares or extends along a major thoroughfehies area
tends to mirror the commercial edge of anotherht®ghood forming and serving as a “town centeraafvity for
a group of neighborhoods. Appropriate uses wi€thareas include single- and multi-family residainffices,
commercial retail and services, and public benes@s. An Urban Design or Planned Unit Developrogatlay
district or site plan should accompany proposathése policy areas, to assure appropriate desigjthat the type
of development conforms with the intent of the pypli

Mixed Use (MxU) -MxU is intended for buildings thate mixed horizontally and vertically. The latiepreferable
in creating a more pedestrian-oriented streetscéie.category allows residential as well as conuia¢uses.
Vertically mixed-use buildings are encouraged teehshopping activities at street level and/or resicl above.

Consistent with Policy? -Yes. The proposed specific plan provides for a ofinses identified in the land use
policies, specifically public benefit uses, offiemd potentially retail, which will be verticallyired. The scale and
orientation of the existing building to the streehances the pedestrian environment.

Staff Recommendation -Since the proposed specific plan complies withlainel use policy, staff recommends
approval with conditions.

PLAN DETAILS

Site Plan - The proposed plan is to redevelopxéstieg, vacant, two-story building in order to ate a mixed-use
development. The primary tenant will be the O&®ster. This non-profit organization provides teeanseling

services, including ten beds for teens in needeises permitted include office, retail, and arpatient clinic.

The remainder of the property will be used for sartige parking. A ten-foot landscape buffer witkig-foot wall

is proposed along the northern property line tddsuhe residential lots to the north.

Parking - The plan proposes 125 parking spacegkirigawill be located in the existing lot associtgith the
building and additional parking will be locatedth® rear of the building.

Access - Parking will be accessed via Charlottenivegeand an alley that lies between the buildingtaed
supportive parking lot. Sidewalks are required~@k Street, Charlotte Avenue and"A&venue North. There are
encroachments into the public right-of-way and eachment agreements will need to be obtained.
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RECENT REZONINGS -None

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION - Approved

URBAN FORESTER RECOMMENDATION - Landscaping will require irrigation.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Preliminary SP approved.

WATER SERVICES RECOMMENDATION - SP plan matches the water and sewer capacity reques

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - The developer's construction drawings shall conaptis the design
regulations established by the Department of PiWlicks. Final design may vary based on field ctoads.

Obtain encroachment agreement for encroachmeimtshatpublic right of way.

Identify sidewalk requirements.

Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District R6

Total . .
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) e D) Egtrgber el (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-family
detached(210) .94 6.18 6 58 5 7
Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District SP (Calculations based on MUL zoning)
Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
Medical
Office(720) 2.04 n/a 1,500 55 4 6
Land Use Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) B FARS Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
General
Office(710) 2.04 n/a 49,000 771 107 134
Land Use Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) e FAR Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
Hotel(310)* 2.04 n/a 49,000 90 7 7
*10 beds
Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District
_ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak

(weekday) Hour Hour
- 858 113 140
CONDITIONS
1. Obtain encroachment agreements for the encroachkrrgatthe public right-of-way.
2. Sidewalks are required on Fisk Street, Charlotterie, and 17 Avenue North.
3. Provide screening for the dumpster along Fisk $aed the alley. Screening must include lands@apin
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4, The application, including attached materials, pJamnd reports submitted by the applicant anddalpted
conditions of approval shall constitute the pland eegulations as required for the Specific Plaomning
until a Final Plan is filed per the requirementdibelow. Except as otherwise noted herein, the
application, supplemental information and condgio approval shall be used by the planning departm
and department of codes administration to determmmepliance in the review of the final site plainaf
plat, and issuance of permits for construction f&ld inspection. Deviation from these plans wibuire
review by the Planning Commission and approvaheyMetropolitan Council.

5. For any development standards, regulations andresgents not specifically shown on the SP plan@nd/
included as a condition of Commission or Councprapal, the property shall be subject to the stedtgla
regulations, and requirements of the MUL zoningritisat the effective date of this ordinance, whinust
be shown on the plan.

6. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatépreliminary approval of this proposal shall be
forwarded to the Planning Commission by the Stortemilanagement division of Water Services.

7. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatiépreliminary approval of this proposal shall be
forwarded to the Planning Commission by the Traffigineering Sections of the Metropolitan
Department of Public Works for all improvementshiitpublic rights of way.

8. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits.

9. Minor adjustments to the site plan may be apprdomethe planning commission or its designee based up
final architectural, engineering or site design antlial site conditions. All adjustments shall bagistent
with the principles and further the objectivestw tipproved plan. Adjustments shall not be perditte
except through an ordinance approved by Metro Gbtivatt increase the permitted density or intensity
add uses not otherwise permitted, eliminate smecifnditions or requirements contained in the plan
adopted through this enacting ordinance, or aditukdr access points not currently present or apgito

10. Within 120 days of Planning Commission approvathi§ preliminary SP plan, and in any event prior to
any additional development applications for thisgarty, including submission of a final SP sitenplthe
applicant shall provide the Planning Departmenhifinal corrected copy of the preliminary SP fian
filing and recording with the Davidson County Regisof Deeds. Failure to submit a final correctegyc
of the preliminary SP plan within 120 days will ddhe Commission’s approval and require resubmissio
of the plan to the Planning Commission.

Approved with conditions, (7-0Fonsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-206

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007 SP-099U-08 A°PPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (7-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1. Obtain encroachment agreements for the encroachrrgatthe public right-of-way.

2. Sidewalks are required on Fisk Street, Charlottere, and 17 Avenue North.

3. Provide screening for the dumpster along Fisk $ard the alley. Screening must include lands@apin
4, The application, including attached materials, pJamnd reports submitted by the applicant anddalpted

conditions of approval shall constitute the pland eegulations as required for the Specific Plaomning
until a Final Plan is filed per the requirementdébelow. Except as otherwise noted herein, the
application, supplemental information and cond#io approval shall be used by the planning departm
and department of codes administration to determmmepliance in the review of the final site plainaf
plat, and issuance of permits for construction f&ld inspection. Deviation from these plans wibuire
review by the Planning Commission and approvaheyMetropolitan Council.
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5. For any development standards, regulations andresgents not specifically shown on the SP plan@nd/
included as a condition of Commission or Councprapal, the property shall be subject to the staigla
regulations, and requirements of the MUL zoningratisat the effective date of this ordinance, whinust
be shown on the plan.

6. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatépreliminary approval of this proposal shall be
forwarded to the Planning Commission by the Stortawilanagement division of Water Services.

7. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatépreliminary approval of this proposal shall be
forwarded to the Planning Commission by the Traigineering Sections of the Metropolitan
Department of Public Works for all improvementshiitpublic rights of way.

8. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits.

9. Minor adjustments to the site plan may be apprdyethe planning commission or its designee basea up
final architectural, engineering or site design antlial site conditions. All adjustments shall basistent
with the principles and further the objectivestod tipproved plan. Adjustments shall not be perdjitte
except through an ordinance approved by Metro Gbthvatt increase the permitted density or intensity
add uses not otherwise permitted, eliminate sgecifnditions or requirements contained in the plsin
adopted through this enacting ordinance, or aditukdr access points not currently present or apgito

10. Within 120 days of Planning Commission approvathi§ preliminary SP plan, and in any event prior to
any additional development applications for thisgarty, including submission of a final SP sitenpléne
applicant shall provide the Planning Departmenh\ifinal corrected copy of the preliminary SP pfian
filing and recording with the Davidson County Régrisof Deeds. Failure to submit a final correctedyc
of the preliminary SP plan within 120 days will ddhe Commission’s approval and require resubmissio
of the plan to the Planning Commission.

The proposed SP district is consistent with the Ndéin Nashville Community Plan’s Neighborhood Urban,
Corridor Center and Mixed Use policies which are itended for a mixture of uses including public benéf
uses, which are mixed and urban in character.

11. 2007Z-105U-14
Map 084-16, Parcel 020
Subarea 14 (2004)
Council District 15 - J. B. Loring

A request to change from RS10 to CL zoning prgpledated at 138 McGavock Pike between Stinson
Road and Park Drive, approximately 1,030 feet nofthebanon Pike (1.07 acres), requested by Davigdgter,
Sr., owner.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change from Single-Family Resi@iiRS10) to Commercial Limited
(CL) zoning property located at 138 McGavock Pikéween Stinson Road and Park Drive, approximat€ga
feet north of Lebanon Pike (1.07 acres).

Existing Zoning
RS10 District -RS1@equires a minimum of 10,000 square foot lot anthtended for single-family dwellings at a
density of 3.7 dwelling units per acre.

Proposed Zoning

CL District -Commercial Limiteds intended for a limited range of commercial usemarily concerned with retail
trade and consumer services, general and fastréstaurants, financial institutions, administrativel consulting
offices.

DONELSON HERMITAGE COMMUNITY PLAN
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Residential Low Medium (RLM)-RLM policy is intended to accommodate resident@atalopment within a
density range of two to four dwelling units pereaciThe predominant development type is single{fahomes,
although some townhomes and other forms of attabhbeding may be appropriate.

Consistent with Policy? -No. The uses allowed in the Commercial Limitedrdiswould be incompatible with the
Residential Low Medium policy. Areas designated RaM suitable for residential development, civitivéties,

and low-rise public benefit uses. The CL districiritended for more intense development and isogpjate in
policy areas that support commercial, office anddoted uses.

Staff Recommendation -Staff recommends disapproval because the requiestassistent with RLM policy. The
intensity of development at this location would fiehwith the surrounding residential uses. Comomdruses in
this area are concentrated toward the interseofidhcGavock Pike and Lebanon Pike. Any expansion of
commercial uses into the residential neighborhddd@Gavock Pike near Park Drive and Stinson Road is
discouraged. The Donelson-Hermitage Community Riélacts the area residents’ goal of maintainirgitttegrity
of older neighborhoods by preventing commerciakeachment into adjacent older suburban resideateds by
confining non-residential development to existingnenercial segments of major corridors.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - No Exception Taken

Typical Uses inExisting Zoning District RS10

Total . :
Land Use . Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) ABES DEFEI ECL)Jtrgber el (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-family
detached(210) 1.07 3.71 3 29 3 4
Typical Uses inProposedZoning District CL
Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
General
Office(710) 1.07 172 8,016 192 25 25

Change in Traffic BetweenTypical Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District

Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(weekday) Hour Hour
- 163 22 21
Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District RS10
Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
Single-family
detached (210 1.07 3.71 3 29 3 4
Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District CL
Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
General
Office(710) 1.07 .6 27,704 497 68 110
Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District
. Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(weekday) Hour Hour
- 468 65 106
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HISTORIC PROPERTIES -This property at 138 McGavock Pike (parcel 20)sfalithin the Fairway-McGavock
Historic Area and is designated as Worthy of Cores@wn. Planning has notified the Historical Comsios of this
application and will provide any comments that reeeived.

Ms. Nedra Jones presented and stated that staiffasnmending disapproval.

Ms. Ellen Davis, 107 McGavock Pike, spoke in opfosito the requested zone change.

Mr. Danny McCathrin, 2407 Selma Avenue, spoke ipagition to the requested zone change.

Mr. Dave Porter, 138 McGavock Pike, spoke in faothe requested zone change. He submitted intiomeo
the Commission for the record.

Mr. Loring stated he was in favor of approving ttéguest. He stated that the majority of the ersigl affected by
this proposed zone change were in favor of its agr

Ms. Beehan questioned whether the historical cosiomnssent any comments to the staff regardingzihige change
request.

Ms. Nedra Jones stated she did not receive any eotsmn
Ms. Cummings requested clarification on the histrivalue of this property.

Ms. Jones stated that the property is locatedarFirway McGavock Historic area and has beenifkedas
worthy of conservation.

Mr. Bernhardt clarified that the property is nosidmated as historic.

Mr. Clifton was opposed to approving the zone clearguest due to the nature of the requests beampped lot
by lot.

Ms. Nielson moved and Ms. Cummings seconded thémab disapprove Zone Change 2007Z-105U-(B+1)
No vote — Loring

Resolution No. RS2007-207

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007Z-105U-14 BISAPPROVED. (6-1)

The proposed CL district is not consistent with theDonelson/Hermitage Community Plan’s Residential Lo
Medium policy, which is intended for residential deelopment within a density of 2-4 units per acre.”

12. 2007Z-106U-07
Map 091-02, Parcels 068, 069, 070
Subarea 7 (2000)
Council District 20 - Billy Walls

A request to change from CS to IR zoning propetteated at 6101, 6103 and 6105 Centennial Boutg\arthe
southwest corner of Centennial Boulevard and 6Ysthie North (0.72 acres), requested by Mike ancalRagan,
owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change from Commercial Service (@3hdustrial Restrictive (IR)
zoning properties located at 6101, 6103 and 610fabaial Boulevard, at the southwest corner of &emial
Boulevard and 61st Avenue North (0.72 acres).

Existing Zoning
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CS District -Commercial Servide intended for retail, consumer service, finahewstaurant, office, self-storage,
light manufacturing and small warehouse uses.

Proposed Zoning

IR District -Industrial Restrictivés intended for a wide range of light manufactgrirses at moderate intensities
within enclosed structures.

WEST NASHVILLE COMMUNITY PLAN

Commercial Arterial Existing (CAE) -CAE policy istended to recognize existing areas of “strip caroial”
which is characterized by commercial uses thastéwated in a linear pattern along arterial strbetsveen major
intersections. The intent of this policy is tolsliae the current condition, prevent additionaparsion along the
arterial, and ultimately redevelop into more pedastfriendly areas.

Consistent with Policy? No. The West Nashville Community Plan applies@#&E policy to the area along 31
Avenue North and Centennial Boulevard. Althougbsent uses in this area are not characteristiA& folicy,
CAE policy has been applied to guide future develept. About 60 percent of the area is in comméeatia
nonconforming industrial use. CAE areas typically dominated by retail and restaurant uses. Treingended to
recognize existing commercial uses, but not engaiexpansion of intensification of commercial atustrial uses.

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends disapproval because the requiestassistent with CAE policy. The
current CS zoning district permits uses that aligth the intent of CAE policy. Contractors, appli&repair shops,
upholsterers, laboratories, and print shops ariedypses in the area and are allowed within thediS8&ict. The IR
district would permit uses that are inappropriat€AE policy and result in the expansion of nonfooming
industrial uses, which is discouraged in this ar8taff is planning an update of the West Nash@itenmunity Plan
in late 2008. It is recommended that the appliganticipate in that process to assess the appteprsz for this
location.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - No Exception Taken

Typical Uses inExisting Zoning District CS

Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
Specialty
Retail Center | 0.72 .25 7,840 374 14 41
(814)
Typical Uses inProposedZoning District IR
Land Use Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
Acres FAR
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
Warehousing
(150) 0.72 172 5,394 27 11 7
Change in Traffic BetweenTypical Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District
Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(weekday) Hour Hour
- -347 -3 -34
Maximum Uses inExisting Zoning District CS
Land Use Acres FAR Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
Specialty
Retail Center | 0.72 0.6 18,817 843 23 67
(814)
Maximum Uses inProposedZoning District IR
Land Use Total Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
Acres FAR
(ITE Code) Square Feet | (weekday) Hour Hour
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Warehousing

(150) 0.72 0.8 25,090 125 32 22
Change in Traffic BetweenMaximum Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District
_ Daily Trips AM Peak PM Peak
(weekday) Hour Hour
- -718 9 -45

Ms. Nedra Jones announced that staff had not redeiny requests to speak regarding this proposal.
Mr. Ponder polled the audience to see if thereavg®ne present to speak regarding this zone chaqggest.
There was no one present.

Ms. Nielson moved and Ms. Cummings seconded théomoihich passed unanimously, to disapprove Zone
Change 2007Z-106U-077-0)

Resolution No. RS2007-208

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssisn that 2007Z-106U-07 iBISAPPROVED. (7-0)

The proposed IR district is not consistent with theNVest Nashville Community Plan’s Commercial Arterid
Existing policy, which is intended to recognize egting areas of “strip commercial”, stabilize currert
conditions, prevent additional expansion and ultimgely redevelop into more pedestrian-friendly areas

13. 20072-107G-01
Map 023, Part of Parcels 032 and 034
Subarea 1 (2003)
Council District 3 - Walter Hunt

A request to rezone from AR2a to CS a portion operty from 807, 809 Claylick Court, south of 1-@46 acres),
requested by Darrell and Tammy Metcalfe, Wiley Hiigg Brenda Higgs, and Claude Wair.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove.

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED ZoneChange 2007Z-107G-06 indefinitely at the
request of the applicant. (7-0)

14, 20072-108G-06
Map 155-00, Parcel 233
Subarea 6 (2003)
Council District 35 - Charlie Tygard

A request to change from RS40 to RS10 zoning ptgpecated at 8276 Collins Road, approximately 0,8t
west of Highway 100 (3.04 acres), requested byedehce O'Rourke, owner.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to change approximately 3.04 acregéacat 8276 Collins Road, from
Single-Family Residential (RS40) to Single-FamikysiRlential (RS10).

Existing Zoning

RS40 District - RS40@equires a minimum 40,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a
density of .93 dwelling units per acre.

Proposed Zoning

RS10 District -RS10@equires a minimum of 10,000 square foot lot anihiended for single-family dwellings at a
density of 3.7 dwelling units per acre.

061407Minutes (3).doc 32 of 49



BELLEVUE COMMUNITYPLAN POLICY

Residential Low Medium (RLM) -RLM policy is intend¢o accommodate residential development withiemsidy
range of two to four dwelling units per acre. Tredominant development type is single-family honad¢though
some townhomes and other forms of attached hous@gbe appropriate.

Consistent With Policy? Yes. The proposed RS10 district is consistent thi¢gharea’s policy and the surrounding
development pattern.

Staff Recommendation -Since the requested RS10 district is consisteltit thi¢ area’s RLM policy, staff
recommends that the request be approved.

RECENT REZONINGS - None
PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) may be required at dimpment.

Typical Uses inExisting Zoning District RS40

Total Daily

I(_I?rrIIEdCL:)Sdee) Acres | Density | Number of Trips ﬁl(\)/luereak PM Peak Hour
Lots (weekday)

Single-family

detached(210) 3.04 | .93 3 29 3 4

Typical Uses inProposedZoning District RS10
Total Daily

I(_I?rrIIEdCL:)Sdee) Acres | Density | Number of Trips ﬁl(\)/luereak PM Peak Hour
Lots (weekday)

Single-family

detached(210) 3.04 | 3.71 11 106 9 12

Change in Traffic BetweenTypical Usesin Existing and Proposed Zoning District

-- Daily

Trips i 1P PM Peak Hour
Hour
(weekday)
- 77 6 8
METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generation  _TFElementary 1Middle 1 High

Schools Over/Under Capacity Students would attend Harpeth Valley Elemenggfool, Bellevue Middle
School, and Hillwood High School. According to tdetro School board Harpeth Valley Elementary isrove
capacity, but there is additional capacity withie djacent cluster.

Approved, (7-0)Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-209

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007Z-108U-06 SPPROVED. (7-0)

The proposed RS10 district is consistent with the &@levue Community Plan’s Residential Low Medium paty
which is intended for residential development witha density of 2-4 units per acre.”
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X. CONCEPT PLANS

15. 2007S-145U-07
Patina Il, 1st Rev.
Map 103-02, Parcel 070, 071, 072
Subarea 7 (2000)
Council District 24 - John Summers

A request for a revision to the previous concégt @pproval to create 17 lots on properties latate216, 218,
and 222 Orlando Avenue, approximately 425 feettmoftBurgess Avenue, zoned R6 (3.83 acres), regddst
Shamrock Holdings, Inc., owner, Joseph G. Petrédsispciates, LLC, surveyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Concept Plan

A request to revise a condition of approval for tbacept plan approved for 17 lots (including 4ldupots) on
property located at 216, 218, and 222 Orlando Aeeapproximately 540 feet south of Lenox Avenu833acres),
zoned One and Two-Family Residential (R6).

ZONING
R6 District -R6requires a minimum 6,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and duplexes
at an overall density of 7.72 dwelling units peresincluding 25% duplex lots.

PLAN DETAILS - The revision to the approved concept plan incladpsoposed change to a condition approved
by the Planning Commission on January 11, 200% driginal condition reads as follows:

Original Condition of Approval: “An addendum tcetlcurrent restrictive covenants for the Patina RiilDneed to
be recorded prior to the issuance of grading peandtor final plat approval that combines the twonkowners
associations and documents that the road conndmtioveen the two sections of private drive candrestructed
and will not be blocked off sometime in the futtire.

The applicant is now proposing this new conditiemeplace the original condition:

Proposed Note/Condition on plat: “The developegr8itock Holdings, Inc. after certification and adeege of
the final street paving shall deed the propertieesimple that is denoted hereon as the (privedess easement
and public utility and drainage easement) to thinRdl Homeowner's Association. This deed shalitain a
provision running with the land that prohibits fhetallation of any device that would serve to Bitite
continuation of vehicular access to the Patinebdsusion. Shamrock Holdings, Inc. as the ownethef property
underlying the 46’ wide public utility and accessement in the Patina | subdivision (map and pdrt40B
01500CO0) shall incorporate an identical provisiothieir deed conveying that property to the Pdtidame
Owner’s Association.”

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends approval of the proposed chamge she private street will still be
maintained by each individual HOA, and both porsiar the private drive will remain open to the pataind
unobstructed in perpetuity. The applicant is psipg an irrevocable deed restriction that runs withland and
deeding of the property to both Patina | and Il ldominer’'s Associations. Staff recommends a conditiat prior
to releasing the bond for Patina Il, the irrevoeadded must be in place for both Patina | and &4itin

Although Public Works is still recommending thag ttvo homeowner’s associations be combined, staff
recommends that the situation can be addressedatddgas proposed by the applicant. The existing
homeowners’s association is not controlled by teetbper, so the developer is not in a positioaftect the
combination that Public Works is recommending.

History - The concept plan approved by the Planning Comamisa January 2007, proposed 17 lots (including fo
duplex lots) located off an extension of an exggtmivate drive named Patina Circle. Patina Cibggins in the
Patina PUD. The Patina PUD was approved in 2008cantains 15 single-family lots. Patina Circle wects to
Orlando Avenue. The property is located along tlehland Creek Greenway and a greenway easemertadiedi
has been shown on the plan.
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Variance for Private Drive - Since this application is not located in a Pthiunit Development; a private drive is
not permitted by-right. A variance was approvedhsyPlanning Commission for a private drive inukay 2007.
The applicant’s basis for hardship was an undesitab configuration that would result if the pubbtreet
standards were required because it would not nth&kxisting private street section that is stubdgtcat the
adjoining property line. The applicant stated thé&matched right-of-way and the additional landudisance to
meet the public right of way standard would affeath the quality and desirability of the neighbartidor the
existing lots as well as the proposed lots.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION -The developer's construction drawings shall cgragth the design
regulations established by the Department of PiWlicks. Final design may vary based on field ctoads.

. Change proposed road name.
. Construct turnaround per ST-331 at terminus of psegd roadway.
. Provide documentation that both associations wilcbmbined prior to construction plan approval.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION -Approve

CONDITIONS

1. The developer, Shamrock Holdings, Inc. after degtfon and acceptance of the final street pavirail s
deed the property in fee simple that is denoteddrerns the (private access easement and pubitg atid
drainage easement) to the Patina Il Homeowner'séason. This deed shall contain a provision ingn
with the land that prohibits the installation ofyaevice that would serve to block the continuatién
vehicular access to the Patina | subdivision. S$baknHoldings, Inc. as the owner of the property
underlying the 46’ wide public utility and accessement in the Patina | subdivision (map and parcel
1140B 01500CO) shall incorporate an identical piowvi in their deed conveying that property to the
Patina | Home Owner’s Association.

2. A bond shall be posted for construction of the givaccess road within Patina Il. The bond stwlbe
released until the deed restriction for Patinad Batina || have been amended and recorded, aseslith
condition No. 1.

3. Within residential developments all utilities acelte underground. The utility providing the seevis to
approve the design and construction. The develisgercoordinate the location of all underground
utilities. Street lighting is required in the Urb&ervices district.

4. With reference to the newly adopted Volume 4 of Sh@rmwater Regulations, the depicted water quality
concept is acceptable only if the ponds are wetdpoiDry ponds must be accompanied by a Metro
approved water quality device.

5. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Retipue, if this application receives conditional apl
from the Planning Commission, that approval shgtire unless revised plans showing the conditions o
the face of the plans are submitted prior to arpliegtion for a final plat, and in no event morani30
days after the effective date of the Commissioots@ional approval vote.

6. Within 120 days of Planning Commission approvathié concept plan, and in any event prior to any
additional development applications for this prapeincluding submission of a final plat, the applit
shall provide the Planning Department with a fioalrected copy of the concept plan for filing and
recording with the Davidson County Register of Deed

Approved with conditions, (7-0Fonsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-210

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007S-147U-07 APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (7-0)

Conditions of Approval:
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1. The developer, Shamrock Holdings, Inc. after degtfon and acceptance of the final street pavirail s
deed the property in fee simple that is denoteddrens the (private access easement and pubiig atid
drainage easement) to the Patina || Homeowner'séason. This deed shall contain a provision ingn
with the land that prohibits the installation ofyatevice that would serve to block the continuatibn
vehicular access to the Patina | subdivision. SbaknHoldings, Inc. as the owner of the property
underlying the 46’ wide public utility and accessement in the Patina | subdivision (map and parcel
1140B 01500CO) shall incorporate an identical piawvi in their deed conveying that property to the
Patina | Home Owner’s Association.

2. A bond shall be posted for construction of the @iivaccess road within Patina Il. The bond stwlbe
released until the deed restriction for Patinad BRatina Il have been amended and recorded, asezlith
condition No. 1.

3. Within residential developments all utilities acelte underground. The utility providing the seevis to
approve the design and construction. The develisgercoordinate the location of all underground
utilities. Street lighting is required in the Urb&ervices district.

4. With reference to the newly adopted Volume 4 of$h@rmwater Regulations, the depicted water quality
concept is acceptable only if the ponds are wetpoiDry ponds must be accompanied by a Metro
approved water quality device.

5. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Retiea, if this application receives conditional apgl
from the Planning Commission, that approval shalire unless revised plans showing the conditions o
the face of the plans are submitted prior to arpliegtion for a final plat, and in no event morani30
days after the effective date of the Commissiootsd@ional approval vote.

6. Within 120 days of Planning Commission approvathi$ concept plan, and in any event prior to any
additional development applications for this prapeincluding submission of a final plat, the applnt
shall provide the Planning Department with a fioadrected copy of the concept plan for filing and
recording with the Davidson County Register of Deéd

XI. EINAL PLATS

16. 2007S-133U-10
Noelton Plan, Resub. Lots 1 & 2
Map 118-09, Parcel 005
Subarea 10 (2005)
Council District 25 - Jim Shulman

A request for final plat approval to create 2 lotsproperty located at 3297 Lealand Lane, at thithseest corner of
Lealand Lane and Battlefield Drive (0.84 acreshexbR10, requested by Keystone LLC, owner, SmitidLa
Surveying, surveyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request for final plat approval to create Zloh property located at 3297 Lealand
Lane, at the southwest corner of Lealand Lane aattdfield Drive (0.84 acres), zoned One and Twaiifa
Residential (R10).

ZONING
R10 District -R10requires a minimum 10,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single -family dwellings and
duplexes at an overall density of 4.63 dwellingsipier acre including 25% duplex lots.

PLAN DETAILS - This subdivision proposes to create two single-faiots.

Lot Comparability - Section 3-5 of the SubdivisiBegulations states that new lots in areas thgtr@dominantly
developed are to be generally in keeping with thdrbntage and lot size of the existing surrougduts.
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Lot comparability analysis was performed and yidltiee following information:

Lot Comparability

Area Frontage

Required Proposed Required Proposeld
Lot1 | 17,035.07 17,114 90 89
Lot2 | 22,084.92 21,395 90 116.13

The proposed lots still do not meet the minimunuiements under the lot comparability analysis.

Lot Comparability Exception - A lot comparability@eption can be granted if the lot does not meztimimum
requirements of the lot comparability analysissfisaller in lot frontage and/or size) if the newslatould be
consistent with the General Plan. The Planning Ciasion has discretion whether or not to grant a lot
comparability exception.

The proposed lots couldeetone of the qualifying criteria of the exception to mmparability:

. The proposed lots are consistent with the adopted lise policy that applies to the property. The doe
located in the Residential Low-Medium Density lars policy. RLM policy is intended to accommodate
residential development within a density rangenaf to four dwelling units per acre. The predominan
development type is single-family homes, althougime townhomes and other forms of attached housing
may be appropriate.

Staff Recommendation The Planning Commission originally disapproved thibdivision request for 2 lots on
December 14, 2006. At that time, staff recommerdisdpproval because Lot 1 failed comparabilitydioa and
frontage and it was determined that the subdivisionld severely affect the overall character oflard Lane and
Battlefield Drive by allowing development at anppaopriate setback. In December 2006, a lot coniyilésa
analysis was included in the staff report thatéatid that Lot 1 did not meet comparability foreaoe frontage. As
discussed at the December Planning Commission inggétowever, there are different ways the lot conaipitity
analysis can be performed for this site becauseaitcorner lot. Additionally, staff determinedthhe topography
of the site was ill-suited for development and ibégulting unit(s) would be too large for the intmtion of Lealand
Lane and Battlefield Drive.

On February 20, 2007, the owner pulled a permittnstruct a new two story 2,800 sq. ft. livingspaddition...
[with a] connection to exiting residence...and cohadirto a duplex with intent to condo.” This “atldn” is
already constructed and appears very large foiritéssection. This area is currently the subga downzoning
request and the neighborhood has been very vooal adstricting duplexes. Because the developeahaady
pulled permits for a duplex, and because stafivara that the neighborhood does not support dup|estaff
recommends approval of the subdivision, includingaception to lot comparability, with a condititirat both lots
be limited to single-family homes only.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - No Exceptions Taken
STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approved

CONDITIONS
1. Revise purpose note to state, “The purpose oflhisis to create two single-family lots.”
2. Change date of revision to May 17, 2007.

Mr. Bernhardt announced that Item #16 was originstheduled for the Consent Agenda for approvai wit
conditions. However, no one was present to spgalnst the proposal.

Ms. Nielson moved and Mr. Loring seconded the nmtiwhich passed unanimously, to place ltem #16alFtat
2007S-133U-10 on the Consent Agenda and approveoeriiditions(7-0)

Resolution No. RS2007-211

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007S-133U-10 APPROVED WITH

CONDITIONS. (7-0)
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Conditions of Approval:
1. Revise purpose note to state, “The purpose ofilhisis to create two single-family lots.”

2. Change date of revision to May 17, 2007.”

17. 2007S-134U-05
Pitts Subdivision
Map 061-00 Parcel 021
Subarea %2006)
Council District 8- Jason Hart

A request for final plat approval to create 2 lotsproperty located at 503 Ben Allen Road, apprexaty 335 feet
east of Ellington Parkway (2.1 acres), zoned R&dested by Coordination Plus LLC, owner, Donlamd.
Surveying LLC, surveyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request for final plat approval to create &lon property located at 503 Ben Allen
Road, approximately 335 feet south of Ellingtonkay (2.1 acres), zoned Single-Family ResidenR310).

ZONING
RS10 District -RS10equires a minimum 10,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a
density of 3.7 dwelling units per acre.

PLAN DETAILS - This request proposes to subdivide the existingntottwo lots.

Lot Comparability - Section 3-5 of the SubdivisiBagulations states that new lots in areas thgtr@@ominantly
developed are to be generally in keeping with titdrbntage and lot size of the existing surrougduts.

Lot comparability analysis was performed and yidltlee following information:

Lot Comparability Analysis
Street: Requirements:

Minimum | Minimum
lot size |lot frontage
(sq.ft): (linear ft.):

Ben Allen Road 18,826 39.0

As proposed, the two new lots have the followingparand street frontages:

. Lot 1: 84,524 Sq. Ft. with 162 ft. of frontage
. Lot 2: 10,000 Sq. Ft. with 50 ft. of frontage

Minimum square footage requirements for area ir2ltmtals 18,826 square feet. Minimum square faotag
requirements for frontage in lot 2 totals 39 squast.

As submitted, lot 2 fails the comparability anasy&ir lot area. However, the applicant has agtesdibmit a
revised plat for the lots, each of which passesdotparability.

A two lot subdivision that passes lot comparabititdinarily could be approved administratively this case,
notices were mailed to area residents before thicapt agreed to expand Lot 2 in order to meetpanability
requirements, so the item remains on the agenda.

Staff Recommendation -Staff recommends approval with conditions, inclggdihe condition that the applicant
resubmits a revised plat, meeting lot comparabitityarea of lot 2 within 30 days.
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PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION

1. Show and dimension right of way along BereAlRoad at property corners. Dimension from cdimer
2. Driveway to meet all Department of Public Werkquirements.

CONDITIONS

1. Applicant must resubmit revised plat meeting minimiet comparability for area of lot 2 within 30 day
2. The requirements of the Department of Public Wetkall be met prior to the recording of the finatpl
3. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Ratjohs, if this application receives conditionapegval

from the Planning Commission, that approval shgie unless revised plans showing the conditions o
the face of the plans are submitted prior to arpliegtion for a final plat, and in no event morani30
days after the effective date of the Commissiootsd@ional approval vote.

Approved with conditions, (7-CFonsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-212

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007S-134U-05 APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (7-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1. Applicant must resubmit revised plat meeting minimiot comparability for area of lot 2 within 30 day
2. The requirements of the Department of Public Wetall be met prior to the recording of the finadtpl
3. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Ratjohs, if this application receives conditionapegval

from the Planning Commission, that approval shalire unless revised plans showing the conditions o
the face of the plans are submitted prior to arpliegtion for a final plat, and in no event morani30
days after the effective date of the Commissioots@ional approval vote.”

18. 2007S-135A-07
West Meade Hills, Sec. 3, Lot 72, Setback Amendmen
Map 115-05, Parcel 010
Subarea 7 (2000)
Council District 23 - Emily Evans

A request to amend the front setback from 120tfeétl0 feet at 875 Rodney Drive, approximately &30 south
of Rhonda Drive (0.94 acres), zoned RS40, reqddsteCarol Harrah, owner.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request to amend the front setback from 120 te 110 feet at 875 Rodney Drive,
approximately 330 feet south of Rhonda Drive ((a8res), zoned Single-Family Residential (RS40).

ZONING
RS40 District -RS40equires a minimum 40,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a
density of .93 dwelling units per acre.

PLAN DETAILS - This amendment proposes to change the front sefb@mk120 feet to 110 feet.

Staff Recommendation- The applicant was unable to obtain the signataféiis neighbors. Under Planning
Department internal policies, if the adjacent propewners will sign a document agreeing to a ssklzanendment,
staff will approve the request administrativelytifloes not appear the request would have a negatigct on the
area.

West Meade Hills Sections 1 through 8 all contdaitpd setbacks. On the west side of this secfd®odney
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Drive, the platted setback varies from 80 feet260 feet. The two lots with less than 120’ setbackcorner lots
where the reduction is needed for an adequateibgikhvelope. As it exists now, a straight lindnofises is
present, even with the varied platted setback.aBse the sethack amendment would be inconsisténtiva
existing character of Rodney Drive, and specificéile two adjacent houses, staff recommends disappr

Mr. Bernhardt announced that the applicant hactdadhd stated that based on the staff recommend#iiey were
not going to appear before the Commission to ptebercase.

He stated that were many people at the meetingwete opposed to the request as well as Councilwdevans.

Mr. Loring moved and Mr. Cummings seconded the amtwhich passed unanimously, to disapprove theastq
to amend the front setbacks of 2007S-135A-(70)

Resolution No. RS2007-213

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007S-135A-07 BISAPPROVED. (7-0)”

19. 2007S-138U-12
Oak Hill Townhomes, Ph. 1
Map 161-00 Part of Parcel 018
Subarea 122004)
Council District27 -Randy Foster

A request for final plat approval to create 1 Intlaedicate drainage and utility easements ontopaf property
located at 736 McMurray Drive, approximately 1,246t east of Edmondson Pike (6.64 acres), zoneahd8
located within a Planned Unit Development, requebie Centex Homes, owner, Ragan-Smith Associates,
surveyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Final Plat Approval

A request for final plat approval to create onediotl dedicate drainage and utility easements antaop located at
736 McMurray Drive, approximately 1,240 feet edsEdmondson Pike (6.64 acres), zoned R8 and locaithéh a
Planned Unit Development.

ZONING
R8-R8requires a minimum 8,000 square foot and is intdridesingle family dwellings and duplexes at aem@i
density of 5.41 dwelling units per acre includirg2 duplex lots.

PLAN DETAILS - This final plat application proposes one lot angl diedication of drainage and utility easements
within a residential Planned Unit Development leckalong the north side of McMurray Drive.

History: This lot is part of a Residential PUD that was @)y adopted by the Metro Council in 1978. The
Council-approved plan allowed for the developmdr2#D units with access onto McMurray Lane & McMayr
Court. In 1985, the plan was revised by the Comimisdown to a 162-townhomes and an assisted-lif@aijty.
At the July 8, 2004, meeting, the Planning Comroissipproved a revision to the preliminary PUD paallow
218 units with access to McMurray Drive only, white applicant’s plan called for 240 units with @ss to
McMurray Court and McMurray Lane.

In September 2006, the Planning Commission appraviedher revision to the preliminary plan, anfinal site
plan, that included a reduction in units from ti& Z2pproved in 2004, to 206 townhomes.

The proposed lot is for a portion of the site tihatudes 37 of the 206 total townhomes within théDP The access
point along McMurray Drive remains the same as aygzoved with the final PUD plan.

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends approval with minor correctionth®plat since the proposed final plat
is consistent with the preliminary and final plahat were approved by the Planning Commission guie®eber 28,
2006.
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The proposed request ordinarily would be approvhdiaistratively by the Planning Department stafublic
notices were inadvertently sent to surrounding priypowners, however, so staff has placed the derthe
Commission’s agenda.

CONDITION - Prior to recordation of the final plat, the platBlie revised to remove any reference to signage
along McMurray Drive, retaining walls, and townhoondts graphically depicted on the plat since thgppse of
this plat is only to create one lot of record. 3&é@ems are appropriate for the final site plath @nstruction
documents, not the final plat. All easements rbesthown on the plat, however.

Approved with conditions, (7-0Fonsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-214

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007S-138U-12 APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (7-0)

Conditions of Approval:

1. Prior to recordation of the final plat, the platBtbe revised to remove any reference to signémega
McMurray Drive, retaining walls, and townhome urgtaphically depicted on the plat since the purpidse
this plat is only to create one lot of record. Sd@&ems are appropriate for the final site plamh an
construction documents, not the final plat. Abeaents must be shown on the plat, however.:”

20. 2007S-141U-10
Douglas Avenue Estates
Map 105-13, Parcel 283, 284
Subarea 10 (2005)
Council District 17 - Ronnie E. Greer

A request for final plat approval to create 3 lotsproperties located at 931 and 935 S. Douglanéee
approximately 560 feet east of 10th Avenue Souih §tres), zoned R8, requested by Carter Littlefamdnda
Little, owners, Delle Land Surveying, surveyor.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions, incl uding a variance to section 3-4.2.f of the Metro
Subdivision Regulations to allow the frontage be ntess than 25% of the lot depth.

APPLICANT REQUEST - A request for final plat approval to create Jloh properties located at 931 and 935 S.
Douglas Avenue, approximately 560 feet east 8fAGenue South (1.0 acres), zoned One and Two-Family
Residential (R8).

ZONING
R8 District - R8 requires a minimum 8,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and duplexes
at an overall density of 5.41 dwelling units peresincluding 25% duplex lots.

PLAN DETAILS - The final plat creates three lots.

Lot Comparability -Section 3-5 of the SubdivisiordRilations states that new lots in areas thatraeopminantly
developed are to be generally in keeping with thdrbntage and lot size of the existing surrougduts.

Lot comparability analysis was performed and yidltle following information:
Lot Comparability Analysis

Street: Requirements:

Minimum | Minimum
lot size |lot frontage
(sq.ft): (linear ft.):

Douglas Avenue 8,840 44.0

As proposed, the two new lots have the followingaarand street frontages:
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. 13,473 sq. ft. and 47 ft. of frontage in Lot 1,
. 13,481 sq. ft. and 47 ft. of frontage in Lot 2,
. 17,634 sq. ft. and 62 ft. of frontage in Lot 3.
All three lots pass lot comparability.

Section 3-4.2.f - Section 3-4.2.f of the subdivisiegulations requires that lot frontage be nat tan 25% of the
average lot depth, also known as the 4:1 rules llaind 2 have frontages of 47 feet and Lot 3 tiemnéage of 62

feet, and depths of approximately 286 feet. Thatiges of lots 1 and 2 are only 16% of the avelatggepth, and
the frontage of the third lot is only 21% of theeseage lot depth.

Variance to Section 3-4.2.f -Section 1-11.1 of $hbdivision Regulations allows the Planning Comiais$o grant
variances to the regulations if it finds that eatdinary hardships or practical difficulties magué from strict
compliance with the regulations. Due to the exgstint pattern within this area, alternatives togle®arrow lots are
not practical.

Staff Recommendation Staff recommends approval with conditions, inclgdinvariance to section 3-4.2.f of the
Metro Subdivision Regulations to allow the frontdageless than 25% of the lot depth.

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION

1. Fire hydrants shall flow a minimum of 1000 GBIt 20 psi residual flow at the most remote hgtra
2. Water pressure is low. An up to date flow testecommended

CONDITIONS

1. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for adequate water supply for fire proteanti

must be met prior to the issuance of any buildiegmts.

2. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Retipes, if this application receives conditional apal
from the Planning Commission, that approval shgtire unless revised plans showing the conditions o
the face of the plans are submitted prior to arpfiegtion for a final plat, and in no event moran30
days after the effective date of the Commissiootgl@ional approval vote.

Approved with conditions, including a variance éxison 3-4.2f of the Metro Subdivision Regulatidosllow the
frontage be no less than 25% of the lot depth,)(@ebisent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-215

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2007S-141U-10 APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS, including a variance to section 3-4.2.bf the Metro Subdivision Regulations to allow the
frontage to be less than 25% of the lot depth. (730

Conditions of Approval:
1. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for adequate water supply for fire proteanti
must be met prior to the issuance of any buildiagpts.

2. Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Retipre, if this application receives conditional apgl
from the Planning Commission, that approval shadire unless revised plans showing the conditians o
the face of the plans are submitted prior to arpfiegtion for a final plat, and in no event morant30
days after the effective date of the Commissiootsldional approval vote.”

XIl.  REVISIONS AND FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS

21. 116-69-G-06
Harpeth Hills Animal Hospital PUD (Laser Tag)
Map 142-14-0-A, Parcel 002
Subarea 6 (2003)
Council District 35 - Charlie Tygard
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A request to revise the preliminary and for finppeoval for a portion of a Planned Unit Developmiecated at
357 Clofton Drive, at the northeast corner of Olar¢ing Pike and Clofton Drive (1.37 acres), to pee2,400
square foot commercial amusement indoor facilioned CL, requested by Civil & Environmental Engineg
Services LLC, applicant, for Bellevue Station Cente

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Revise Preliminary & Final PUD

A request to revise the preliminary and for fingpeoval of a Planned Unit Development located &t Gibfton
Drive at the northeast corner of Old Harding andftoh Drive (1.37 acres), to permit a 2,400 squieod
commercial amusement indoor facility zoned Comnadicimited (CL).

PLAN DETAILS - The proposed plan calls for a 2,400 square foaidandlaser Tag facility as an accessory use to
the existing restaurant. The proposed indoor leggfacility will be located within an existing oa@d a half story
retail building. The building contains nine commatainits and is within a commercial planned umtelopment.

Staff Recommendation -As the proposed use will be an accessory use &xiating restaurant, it is permitted in
the previously approved PUD. Staff recommends agneith conditions.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION
1. Along Old Harding Pike, label and show resestvip for future right of way 42 feet from centesito
property boundary, consistent with the approvebnsreet plan (U4-84’ ROW).

CONDITIONS
1. Along Old Harding Pike, label and show resetvip $or future right of way 42 feet from centerito
property boundary, consistent with the approvebn®reet plan (U4-84" ROW).

2. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbfinal approval of this proposal shall be forwaddo
the Planning Commission by the Traffic Engineer@&gtions of the Metropolitan Department of Public
Works for all improvements within public rights why.

3. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits. If aniraersac
is required to be larger than the dimensions sigekcify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;tsu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imtdle of the turn-around, including trees. The
required turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

4, Authorization for the issuance of permit applicatawill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until four additional copies of tapproved plans have been submitted to the Metraoli
Planning Commission.

5. These plans as approved by the Planning Commisélbbe used by the Department of Codes
Administration to determine compliance, both in ig®uance of permits for construction and field
inspection. Significant deviation from these plarik require reapproval by the Planning Commission

6. This final approval includes conditions that requinrrection/revision of the plans. Authorizatfonthe
issuance of permit applications will not be forweddo the Department of Codes Administration uotilr
copies of the corrected/revised plans have beemisiglol to and approved by staff of the Metropolitan
Planning Commission for filing and recordation witle Davidson County Register of Deeds.

Approved with conditions, (7-0Fonsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-216

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 116-69-G-06 BPPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (7-0)

Conditions of Approval:
1. Along Old Harding Pike, label and show resetvip $or future right of way 42 feet from centeritio
property boundary, consistent with the approvegmnsireet plan (U4-84' ROW).
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2. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatiéfinal approval of this proposal shall be forweddo
the Planning Commission by the Traffic Engineer@@gtions of the Metropolitan Department of Public
Works for all improvements within public rights why.

3. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptimthe issuance of any building permits. If anjraersac
is required to be larger than the dimensions sjgekcify the Metropolitan Subdivision Regulations;isu
cul-de-sac must include a landscaped median imitidle of the turn-around, including trees. The
required turnaround may be up to 100 feet diameter.

4, Authorization for the issuance of permit applicaawill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until four additional copies of tapproved plans have been submitted to the Metriaoli
Planning Commission.

5. These plans as approved by the Planning Commisglbbe used by the Department of Codes
Administration to determine compliance, both in ig®uance of permits for construction and field
inspection. Significant deviation from these plank require reapproval by the Planning Commission

6. This final approval includes conditions that reguiorrection/revision of the plans. Authorizatfonthe
issuance of permit applications will not be forweddo the Department of Codes Administration uotilr
copies of the corrected/revised plans have beemitiglol to and approved by staff of the Metropolitan
Planning Commission for filing and recordation witle Davidson County Register of Deeds.”

22. 94-83-G-06
Williamsport Subdivision, Section Il (Sidewalk Rewal)
Map 128-03-B, Various Parcels
Subarea 6 (2003)
Council District 22 - Eric Crafton

A request to revise the preliminary plan and faefiapproval of a Planned Unit Development locatedhe east
side of Sawyer Brown Road, (12.9 acres), to rentbgeapproved sidewalk along one side of Williams@wurt,
Briskberry Court, and Huntwood Place, zoned R2@uested by Barry Construction Company, applicamt, f
various owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Disapprove.

The Metropolitan Planning Commission DEFERRED Planmed Unit Development 94-83-G-06 to July 26,
2007, atthe request of the applicant. (7-0)

23. 2004UD-002G-14
Villages of Riverwood, Phase 1
Map 097-00 Parcels 005, 158
Subarea 142004)
Council District 14- Harold White

A request for final plan approval in a portion bétVillages of Riverwood Urban Design Overlay |l@thalong the
south side of Hoggett Ford Road, eastern side ofsBo Chapel Road, and north of 1-40 (26.74 acrepgtmit 111
single-family lots, zoned RM9, requested by Ragants Associates Inc., applicant, for Chris Pardnd Beazer
Homes, owners.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approve with conditions.

APPLICANT REQUEST - Final Approval

A request for final plan approval for a portionté Villages of Riverwood Urban Design Overlay lechalong the
south side of Hoggett Ford Road and along the eastée of Dodson Chapel Road, north of I-40 (2&@res) to
permit 111 single-family detached and attached kaised Multi-Family Residential (RM9).

PROJECT HISTORY - In 2004, the preliminary master plan was approwed f978 total dwelling units and
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65,000 square feet of mixed-use development, imetudffice and retail. The mixed-use area of depeient is
located near the center of the site, adjacentd@sisisted-living facility.

The overall plan proposes single-family detacheitsumith lot widths ranging between 30 and 50 feBhe plan
also includes townhomes in the northeast cornéresite along Dodson Chapel Road and Hoggett Roatl. In
the center of the UDO, where the majority of sth#igides are located, the plan provides largeglsiiamily lots
that are located along curvilinear spine roadsakatd the more difficult areas of topography. daity abutting the
interstate and the southern portion of Dodson Clapad are the 500 apartment units that will bestmicted in a
later phase as flats in several clusters of apattimgildings. Lastly, the southernmost portioritef site, adjacent
to the Stones River, will contain the 776-unit afed living facility in a later phase.

Development Monitoring Chart

Approved Requested
Final Approval
to Date
Assisted Living 776 0
Apartments 500 0
Single Family Attached and | 702 111
Detached
Total Units 1978 111

Access - Access to the development is approved foompoints on Hoggett Ford Road and one poinDodson
Chapel. The original approval requires that thdipos of Dodson Chapel Road and Hoggett Ford Rdgtant to
the project site be improved.

Current Request - The current request is for 1ddleifamily attached and detached dwelling units isrconsistent
with the preliminary master plan. Approximatel$@.acres (17% of this phase) of open space isdedwvith the
request. The proposed east-west streets are djvatetscaped median boulevards which contain daals of
street trees. The mixture of housing types is gmoittant element of this plan which will create aeise,
interconnected neighborhood.

Staff Recommendation-Staff recommends approval with conditions, inahgdall of the conditions that were made
part of the original council bill as follows:

1. The maximum building coverage of the assisiedg facility shown on the preliminary UDO planathbe
no more than 25 percent.
2. The property owner must offer for dedicatiorcho®l site in compliance with the standards of iBect

17.16.040 for elementary schools with a capadiy0® students. This land dedication requirement is
proportional to the development’s student genengbiotential. Such site shall be in accordance thith
locational criteria of the Metropolitan Board adication and shall be within the McGavock High Sidho
cluster. The Board of Education may decline sustiahtion if it finds that a site is not neededliesired.
No final plat for development of any residentiaés on the site will be approved until a schoel sis
been dedicated to the Metro Board of Educatioth@Board has acted to relieve the applicant af thi
requirement.

3. The Dedicated Conservation Greenway Public Ac@eail Easement Area shall be dedicated and shall
include all of the floodway plus 75 feet (50-fdlmodway buffer plus 25-foot greenway/conservation
easement) or some other distance / amount as\agzphy the Greenways Commission prior to the first
final UDO approval by the Planning Commission.

4. There shall be no outside advertising or mamgefor the accessory uses that are provided withen
Assisted Living Facility.

5. A Tree Preservation / Removal and Grading Bamy@lan (24x36) shall be submitted prior to, or in
conjunction with, the submittal of the Final UD@pdication.

6. This preliminary plan is based upon the stat@éage. The actual number of dwelling units to be

constructed may be reduced upon approval of &ditedevelopment plan if a boundary survey congir
there is less site acreage.

7. Dedicate right-of-way adjacent to UDO propeanyDodson Chapel and Hoggett Ford Road consistimt w
the Major Street Plan.
8. Provide required off-street parking for thereational facilities and the mixed-use areas asrsro
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zoning code 17.20.030, or alternate provisionallasved by the UDO process in section 17.36.320.

9. At any site location where on-street parkingsed to meet required parking, handicap spacesngdbe
ADA requirements shall be provided.

10. No parking will be allowed within 30 feet oteosswalk or intersection as per Metro T&P Code
12.40.040.

11. Parking will be prohibited on the Main Entryadway due to narrow width.

12. Parking may be prohibited on one side of thealand Minor Local streets.

13. Parking will be prohibited on the north siddHoggett Ford Blvd.

14. Parking will be prohibited on one side of Gee-Way streets.

15. Parking is prohibited in all alleys per T&Rdeol12.40.060.

16. The trails shall be located to eliminate mioek pedestrian crossings.

17. Driveway profiles to be designed at 10 percenéss as per Subdivision Regulations Appendix C.

Dodson Chapel
18. Construct Dodson Chapel Road along the frentdghe property consistent with the requiremdrthe

Major Street Plan per section 2-7.1 A. of the Suibtbn Regulations.

Central & Dodson Chapel

19. Construct northbound left turn lane on Dod8blapel at Central Pike with 200 ft of storage larayd
transition per AASHTO standards.

20. Construct southbound left turn lane on DodShapel with 200 ft of storage and transition perS&N O
standards.

21. Construct an eastbound left turn lane witlit @ storage and transition per AASHTO standards.

22. Reconstruct intersection to provide adequate hlignment.

Dodson Chapel & Hoggett Ford Road

23. Construct Hoggett Ford Road with left and triginn lanes with 100 ft of storage length at Dad&apel
Road. Any on street parking will be prohibitedfB® crosswalks. Cross section in UDO plan wiledgo
be revised at intersection with Dodson Chapel Rd.

24. Construct northbound left turn lane with 1Qfffstorage on Dodson Chapel Road at Hoggett FoediRo
and associated tapers.
25. Conduct traffic counts and signal warrant gsialat each 250 combined dwelling units and/oskzedl

submit to Traffic & Parking Division of Public Wks. If a signal is determined to be appropriate¢hgy
Transportation Manager and the Traffic and Parkingimission, submit signal plans for approval and
install a traffic signal using mast arms. The dswand analysis at Dodson Chapel and Hoggett Foedi R
will start after improvements are made to Hog§ettd Road.

Dodson Chapel & Main Project Access

26. Construct main project access road with ledt @ght turn lanes with 100 ft of storage lengttbadson
Chapel Road. No on street parking will be allow@bss section in UDO plan will need to be reviaed
intersection with Dodson Chapel Road.

27. Construct northbound left turn lane with 106ffstorage on Dodson Chapel Road at main prejemss
road.

28. Construct a southbound right turn lane with ft%n Dodson Chapel at main project access road.
29. Conduct traffic counts and signal warrant gsialat each 250 combined dwelling units and/oskeedl

submit to Traffic & Parking Division of Public Wks. If a signal is determined to be appropriat¢hgy
Transportation Manager and the Traffic and Parkinghimission, submit signal plans for approval and
install a traffic signal using mast arms.

Hoggett Ford Road
30. Reconstruct the road pavement northeast girthyigosed median to provide a minimum roadway width
15’and provide adequate transition to existing ¢feigFord Rd. pavement past property frontage.

Dodson Chapel & Bell Road

31. Conduct traffic counts and signal warrant gsialat each 250 combined dwelling units and/oskzed
submit to Traffic & Parking Division of Public WaskIf a signal is determined to be appropriatehay t
Transportation Manager and the Traffic and Parkingimission, install a traffic signal using mast aridote this
work will require a permit from the Corps of Engans.
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Dodson Chapel
32. Provide 400 feet of sight distance at all @cofdriveways and intersections located on Dodstap€l

Road.
33. The maximum building coverage for the Assidtethg Facility building portion of the prelimingrUDO
document shall be limited to 25%.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION - The developers’ construction drawings shall comgily the design
regulations established by the Department of PiWlicks. Final Design may vary based on field cdodg.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION - Approved with minor modifications

CONDITIONS
1. No grading or tree removal shall take place outsidithe boundary of the improvements as shown en th
plans as submitted April 18, 2007.

2. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbfinal approval of this proposal shall be forwaddo
the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managéwfigision of Water Services.

3. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbfinal approval of this proposal shall be forwaddo
the Planning Commission by the Traffic Engineer@®gtions of the Metropolitan Department of Public
Works for all improvements within public rights why.

4, This approval does not include any signs. Busiaessssory or development signs in commercial or
industrial planned unit developments must be apgatday the Metropolitan Department of Codes
Administration except in specific instances whem thetropolitan Council directs the Metropolitan
Planning Commission to approve such signs.

5. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits.

6. Authorization for the issuance of permit applicaiawill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until five (5) additional copies tife approved plans have been submitted to the
Metropolitan Planning Commission.

7. These plans as approved by the Planning Commisgélbbe used by the Department of Codes
Administration to determine compliance, both inig®uance of permits for construction and field
inspection. Significant deviation from these plarik require reapproval by the Planning Commission

8. If this final approval includes conditions whicltgtgre correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor
the issuance of permit applications will not berMfarded to the Department of Codes Administratiotil un
four (4) copies of the corrected/revised plans Haaen submitted to and approved by staff of the
Metropolitan Planning Commission for filing and oedation with the Davidson County Register of Deeds

9. All conditions included in the original council bdhall still apply.

Approved with conditions, (7-0Fonsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2007-217

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2004UD-002G-14 APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (7-0)

Conditions of Approval:
1. No grading or tree removal shall take place outsidtbe boundary of the improvements as shown en th
plans as submitted April 18, 2007.

2. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatbfinal approval of this proposal shall be forwaddo
the Planning Commission by the Stormwater Managéwfigision of Water Services.
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3. Prior to the issuance of any permits, confirmatiéfinal approval of this proposal shall be forweddo
the Planning Commission by the Traffic Engineer@@gtions of the Metropolitan Department of Public
Works for all improvements within public rights why.

4, This approval does not include any signs. Busiaessssory or development signs in commercial or
industrial planned unit developments must be apgtdyy the Metropolitan Department of Codes
Administration except in specific instances whem thetropolitan Council directs the Metropolitan
Planning Commission to approve such signs.

5. The requirements of the Metropolitan Fire Marsh@lffice for emergency vehicle access and adequate
water supply for fire protection must be met ptmthe issuance of any building permits.

6. Authorization for the issuance of permit applicaawill not be forwarded to the Department of Codes
Administration until five (5) additional copies tife approved plans have been submitted to the
Metropolitan Planning Commission.

7. These plans as approved by the Planning Commisglbbe used by the Department of Codes
Administration to determine compliance, both in ig®uance of permits for construction and field
inspection. Significant deviation from these plank require reapproval by the Planning Commission

8. If this final approval includes conditions whictgrere correction/revision of the plans, authoriaatfor
the issuance of permit applications will not berfarded to the Department of Codes Administratiofil un
four (4) copies of the corrected/revised plans Hzeen submitted to and approved by staff of the
Metropolitan Planning Commission for filing and oedation with the Davidson County Register of Deeds

9. All conditions included in the original council bdhall still apply.”

Xlll. OQTHER BUSINESS

24. New employee contract for Chin-Cheng Chen.

25. Executive Director Reports

26. Legislative Update

27. Extension of a Preliminary Plat for Brentwood Mrsubdivision to February 25, 2008.

Approved (7-0)Consent Agenda

XIV. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 6:20 p.m.

061407Minutes (3).doc 48 of 49



Chairman

Secretary

(./ The Planning Department does not discriminate @nltasis of age, race, sex, color, national origin,
religion or disability in access to, or operatidnite programs, services, activities or in its ihgior employment
practices.ADA inquiries should be forwarded to: Josie L. Bass, Planning Department ADA Compliarfce
Coordinator, 800 Second Avenue Soutff. Zloor, Nashville, TN 37201, (615)862-7150itle VI inquiries

should be forwarded to: Michelle Lane, Metro Title VI Coordinator, 222 THirAvenue North, Suite 200
Nashville, TN 37201, (615)862-617CQontact Department of Human Resources for alemployment related

inquiries at (615)862-6640.
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